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ABSTRACT 
Throughout the late 60's continuous confrontations and 
chaos existed in Ocean Hill-Brownsville. This confrontation 
was generated hy lack of school systems' concern for student 
rights, due process and access to educational facilities. 
These actions occurred during a period of time in this coun¬ 
try, when suspension and expulsion were utilized as a means 
of avoiding the disciplinary problem rather than eliminating 
it. The events in Ocean Hill-Brownsville awakened the re¬ 
searcher's interest in investigating the superintendents' 
perceptions regarding formal policies. 
Vandalism and violence by students should be recognized 
as reflections of the serious problems related to social and 
economic injustices which permeate the school environment. 
Disciplinary action, i. e. suspension and expulsion of students 
taken without concern for human rights and dignity, has 
created a strained atmosphere in school systems where there 
is a need for communication, interactions, and rehabilitative 
strategies. As a result, the punishment meted out in the 
form of suspension and expulsion of students for behavior 
defined as negative, has often served to alienate students 
from the schools. 
Researchers are investigating various aspects of sus¬ 
pension and expulsion. A recent study by Watson concentrated 
on the following areas: 
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- The number and kind of assaults in schools. 
- The extent and nature of criminal incidents. 
- The costs of vandalism. 
- The type and size of security personnel and equipment. 
- The incidence and causes of suspension and expulsion. 
- Alternatives to suspension and expulsions. 
- Local perceptions of remedies for-these problems. 
Data show that many systems have adopted policies in an 
effort to reduce acts of violence, vandalism, which may re¬ 
sult in the suspension or expulsion of students from school. 
These policies do not always appear to have reduced the in¬ 
cidents of students being suspended or expelled. One aspect 
may be the perceptions of the superintendents regarding the 
policies and their implementation. 
Watson's study did not address the matter of the percep¬ 
tion of superintendents in regard to suspension and expulsion 
policies. To examine this factor the researcher used the 
same sample of fifteen systems used by Watson. These sys¬ 
tems represented diversity in size, racial composition, 
geographical location and complexity. Systems range in size 
from systems with pupil enrollment of under 10,000 to over 
600,000. Cities from the far West, Midwest, Northeast and 
South are represented in this study. 
The present study is concerned with the identification 
of the components of formal policies and with analyzing the 
perceptions of superintendents from selected schools regard¬ 
ing the development and implementation of those school poli¬ 
cies. 
Systems acknowledge that the simple exclusion of 
students from the school setting, whether temporary or 
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permanent, often provide the seed for further problems. 
Attempts are being made by most systems to incorporate due 
process and protection of human dignity into their policies 
and procedures. Many systems have gone beyond that basic 
protection to look at alternative and better solutions. 
What remains as enigma is that despite such provisions 
for alternatives, some systems seem more effective at trim¬ 
ming their rates of exclusion than others. Does the present 
study clarify why this is so? Unfortunately, it arrives at 
no clear answer. The information compiled for this study is 
limited to a description of the present status of the 
phenomenon; it makes no attempt to identify causes and effects. 
By implication, the study suggests the need for further in¬ 
vestigations to determine the most effective alternative 
measures for the reduction of incidences of suspension and 
expulsion. 
The majority of the systems show evidence that ad¬ 
ministrators extend beyond their staff to petition the 
input of concerned citizens on the formulation of policies. 
Parents, the public, the teachers, members of the Board and 
even, in one or two cases, the students have been involved. 
There is no supportive evidence, however, to indicate that 
this arrangement fares any better or worse than systems with 
only administrative imput in terms of the numbers excluded 
from the schools. One might surmise that the participative 
stance in decision-making is not so critical as is the need 
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for clarity and perceived fairness in a determination of the 
result. 
Of the two systems responding that they involve only 
administrators and Board members in the implementation of 
policies, suspension and exclusion levels remain relatively 
high. The evidence is admittedly slim, but conditions seem 
to be more favorable in terms of reducing suspensions and 
expulsions in systems which involve teachers, parents, and 
others. 
On the adoption of policies it would appear that the 
violence and vandalism have injected enough urgency to the 
situation that revisions of suspension and expulsion poli¬ 
cies have occurred in several systems during the five-year 
span for some systems. 
On the matter of review of policies, there appears to 
be no correlation between makeup of the review panels and 
the level of suspension and expulsions. 
On the matter of overall suspensions the nationwide 
average on suspension reported by OCR study in 1972 - 1973 
was k.2% while my sample of respondents show 5*3$* Total of 
suspensions reported by the responding sample was 56,756 in a 
total student population of 1,062,965* An averaging of sus¬ 
pension in 1976 - 1977 from corresponding systems shows that 
the overall rate of suspension had increased from 5*3$ to 
6.1/2. The total of suspensions for that year rose to 
69,307 in a total student population of 1,137,313* 
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The evidence points to the possibility either that 
personnel implementing suspensions are becoming more critical 
in their judgments about when suspension should take place or 
that the provisions in the policies have not yet had the 
desired effect on students’ proneness to commit acts which 
call for this sanction. 
Given the acceptance and adoption of the findings in 
this study, the following actions should ensue in relation¬ 
ship to improving and/or restructuring behaviors related to 
implementing suspension and expulsion policies. Superinten¬ 
dents will make periodic evaluations. Presentations of 
their revisions regarding suspension and expulsion policies 
will be stated in cogent language in support of efforts to 
eliminate administrative loopholes in formal policies. 
The superintendents' perceptions will dictate the 
actions taken by the staff in searching for causative factors 
which have given rise to the establishment of punitive mea¬ 
sures - suspension and expulsion. The perceptions will, in 
fact, promote the establishment of rehabilitative programs 
as alternatives to suspension and expulsion, leaving the 
use of such harsh measures for only those incidents which 
involve danger or pose a threat of immediate harm to person or 
individuals. 
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Disciplinary action in most school districts today is 
largely a unilateral process. Policies which govern the 
future of our youths remain in many cases solely in the hands 
of school administrators. Past trends have been that the 
child is guilty and even when a hearing is granted, it is 
usually after the fact and rarely an impartial discussion of 
the facts. Suspension and expulsion of students from schools 
have created serious quarrels between students and administra¬ 
tors whenever these measures are used as punishment for 
students' negative behavior. The inconsistency of the use of 
suspension and expulsion is of such that it may vary between 
states, within states and even within schools in a district. 
School suspension and expulsion are recognized as sig¬ 
nificant problems that should receive open attention and 
public concern. If a school district has reason to think that 
its schools might have serious troubles, it should assess its 
suspension and expulsion policies and give them primary con¬ 
sideration. Schools themselves can do a great deal to reduce 
the incidence of suspension and expulsion, but an adequate 
program to deal with the implementation of suspension and 
expulsion policies requires the cooperation and resources 
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that can come only through local planning, supplemented by 
financial and technical assistance. 
Current trends and attitudes toward public education 
plus low academic achievement of students today, dictate a 
need to examine carefully the present method of establishing 
and administering educational policies calling for suspension 
and expulsion. Suspension and expulsion of students from 
school do not appear to be adequate solutions; in fact, often 
they add to the problem of negative behavior. If school are 
to develop viable and effective learning environments for all 
children, it seems necessary that school boards examine new 
interpretations of policies for handling serious disciplinary 
problems within their systems. 
It is the feeling of the researcher that strong and effec¬ 
tive school leadership by superintendents can aid tremendously 
in the reduction of the rate of suspension or expulsion. The 
re-evaluation, revision and review of policy rules and regu¬ 
lations is an important part of administrative strategy. The 
implementation of these rules could eliminate or reduce the 
rate of students being suspended or expelled. 
This researcher's experiences in Brooklyn, New York 
(Ocean-Hill Brownsville), the center of turmoil during a 
period of time in this country when suspension and expulsion 
were means of avoiding disciplinary problems rather than deal¬ 
ing with them, generated an interest to undertake an in-depth 
investigation of suspension and expulsion policies. Watson 
concludes, based upon his study for the House Subcommittee, 
3 
that "the use of suspension may, in fact, exacerbate dis¬ 
cipline problems when the students return to class.He 
further states that "suspension and expulsion were found to 
2 
be related to disruptive incidents." 
After reviewing Watson's study, it became clear to 
the writer that there was an area where an investigative 
void existed—the superintendents' perceptions of suspension 
and expulsion policies. The existing void is what gave 
rise to the investigation. 
Many studies have been done on suspension and expul¬ 
sion. These studies investigated suspension and expulsion 
policies, students out of school, and terminology used to 
define and explain suspension and expulsion. Some related 
studies on suspension and expulsion are: 
Children's Defense Fund, (CDF) report, School Suspen¬ 
sions: Are They Helping Children? - This study was 
based on a large scale analysis of suspension data sub¬ 
mitted to the Office of Civil Rights (OCR). The study 
focused attention on suspension and expulsion policies 
and practices around the country, not„just in the South 
and not just in desegregated schools.-^ 
Children's Defense Fund (CDF) report, Children Out of 
School In America. It asserted that two million chil¬ 
dren were not in school for various reasons, including 
^Bernard C. Watson, Hearing before the Subcommittee on 
Equal Opportunities of the Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Oversight Hearing on the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, ninety-fourth Con¬ 
gress^second session, 197°, p"! 5^• 
^Ibid., p. 49. 
-^Marian Wright Edelman, Rochelle Beck, and Paul Smith, 
School Suspensions: Are They Helping Children? A Report 
by the Children's Defense Fund of the Washington Research 
Project, Inc. (Cambridge, Mass. 1975), p. 55. 
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suspension and expulsion. CDF analyzed the suspension 
data submitted to OCR by five states: Arkansas, 
Maryland, New Jersey, Ohio and South Carolina. 
The Southern Regional Council (SRC) report, The 
Student Pushout: Victims of Continuing Resistance to 
Desegregation. SRC reported that data on suspension 
and expulsion were 'spotty, partial and often unrelia¬ 
ble where differences in terminology existed. 
It was felt that the present study would add to 
existing knowledge by gathering information on one aspect 
of suspension and expulsion not usually covered in most 
studies: the superintendents' perceptions of how school 
policies on suspension and expulsion are implemented. 
Statement of the Problem 
Is it possible that suspension and expulsion rates in 
a system, whether high or low, are directly related to the 
superintendents' perceptions of such policies? Is it pos¬ 
sible that how the superintendent perceives the policies can 
influence the procedures which personnel use to implement 
these policies? 
The purpose of this study is two-fold: first, to 
identify the components of formal policies as to content, 
processes of formulation, and implementation governing sus¬ 
pension and expulsion in selected school systems; and 
Marian Wright Edelman, Marylee Allen, Cindy Brown, 
and Ann Rosewater, Children Out of School in America, a 
Report by the Children's Defense Fund of Washington Re¬ 
search Project, Inc. (Cambridge, Mass. 1974), p. 33» 
2 
Shirley Boes Neill, "Suspension and Expulsion 
Current Trends in School Policies and Programs," 
Education U.S.A. Special Report (Arlington, Virginia 
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second, to analyze the perceptions of superintendents from 
these school systems regarding the content, processes of 
formulation, and implementation of such policies. 
Research Policies 
The following research questions which guided the 
study are presented in two parts: Part I (Description of 
Board Policies) and Part II (Perceptions of Selected 
Superintendents Regarding Those Policies). 
Part I 
1. What functional titles are used by each 
system for suspension and expulsion? 
2. Are operational due process procedures in¬ 
cluded in Boards' formal policies? 
3. Who are the persons or principal actors in¬ 
volved in the formulation and development 
of those policies? 
Part II 
1. How is information regarding suspension 
and expulsion transmitted from principals 
to superintendents? 
2. Have procedures been established to review 
periodically the policies? 
3- How do superintendents determine whether or 
not current policies are working effective¬ 
ly in the systems? 
4. What factors stimulated development of the 
existing policies regarding suspension and 
expulsion in various systems? 
5. Were there any alternatives to standard 
procedures utilized regarding suspension 
and expulsion policies? 
1976), p. 11. 
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The Research Design 
The research study design was developed to secure and 
analyze the information received from fifteen selected 
school systems in the United States on their formal school 
policies related to suspension and expulsion and to secure 
data on the perceptions of superintendents in regard to 
their implementation. 
The descriptive survey research method was selected 
because descriptive studies may include present facts or 
current conditions concerning the nature of a group of per¬ 
sons, a number of objects, or a class of events, and may 
involve the procedures of induction, analysis, classifica¬ 
tion, enumeration, or measurement. The term survey and 
status suggests the gathering of evidence relating to 
c urrent c onditions. 
The population sample used for this study was the 
same as that used in Dr. Watson's study for the Subcommit¬ 
tee on Juvenile Delinquency. His rationale for selecting 
these specific cities included: 
. . . the need to select systems which represented 
diversity in size, racial composition, geographical 
location and complexity . . . the results have been a 
limited study of fifteen school systems which provide 
important information about the differences and simi¬ 
larities between these systerns and others. 
Watson further stated that systems: 
. . . ranged in size from systems with pupil enrollment 
-'■Watson, p. 9* 
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of under 10,000 to over 600,000. All of the school 
districts have more than fifty percent minority 
students. In four of these districts (Dade County, 
Miami, Florida; Oakland, California; Berkeley, Cali¬ 
fornia; and Los Angeles, California) the minority 
population includes significant numbers of Asian- 
Americans and Latinos as well as Blacks. Cities from 
the far West, Midwest, Northwest, (sic) and South are 
represented in the survey. 
Procedural Steps 
The procedural steps incorporated in conducting this 
study were: 
1. The pertinent literature regarding suspension 
and expulsion was reviewed, summarized, organized, 
and presented. 
2. The survey questionnaire was developed by the re¬ 
searcher and then sent to superintendents in the 
following selected cities: Atlanta, Georgia; 
Baltimore City, Maryland; Berkeley, California; 
Camden, New Jersey; Detroit, Michigan; East 
Chicago, Illinois; East Orange, New Jersey; 
Evanston, Illinois; Gary, Indiana; Los Angeles, 
California; Miami (Dade County), Florida; New 
Orleans, Louisiana; Oakland, California; Saint 
Louis, Missouri; and Wilmington (New Castle 
County), Delaware. 
3. The questionnaires were mailed on October 5» 1978 
to superintendents in those selected school 
systems. 
4. Responses to the fifteen questionnaires began re¬ 
turning on November 5» 1978. The cut-off date 
for the questionnaires was January 31» 1979- 
Questionnaires returned after January 31» 1979 
were not used in the study. 
5. Conclusions were drawn from the data collected. 
Recommendation are made based upon the conclusions 
and implications. 
Analysis of Data 
The data were organized in tabular form then analyzed. 
■^Ibid., Watson, p. 9* 
"Northeast". 
In his oral testimony he uses 
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Tables were incorporated to display the various components 
of the systems' formal policies. 
Summary 
Chapter I contains the Introduction, Statement of the 
Problem, The Research Questions, The Research Design, and 
Analysis of Data. 
Chapter II provides the reader with a Review of the 
Related Literature on Suspension and Expulsion, Perceptions, 
Policies and Court Cases Relative to Due Process. 
Chapter III describes the Population Sample, The In¬ 
strument, The Research Design, The Treatment of Data, Time 
Frame for Questionnaires, and Summary. 
Chapter IV includes, The Presentation of Data. The 
data are presented in tables. Appropriate interpretations 
are made for each table. Some data are treated collective¬ 
ly in order to protect the confidentiality of the respon¬ 
dents. In some instances, data on suspension and expulsion 
are combined, because the majority of the responding sys¬ 
tems do not differentiate between the two. 
Chapter V states Conclusions, Implications, Recommen¬ 
dations, and Summary. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Many studies indicate that in the past, suspensions 
and expulsions were used by administrators as a instrument 
to lure parents to schools, and in some instances intimi¬ 
date and punish children for negative behavior. The use 
of suspension and expulsion in systems whether long-term or 
short-term served as a way to force direct confrontations 
with parents. This method generally precipitates a crisis 
and was especially useful to pressure parents into becoming 
involved with the well-being of their children. 
The lack of communication with parents cannot justi¬ 
fy the serious step of throwing a child out of school. It 
is within this framework that an awareness of the legal im¬ 
plications and current status of suspension and expulsion 
policies is necessary in order to develop a clearer under¬ 
standing of the effects the exclusion of students from 
school can have on a school system. Studies show that 
children were suspended or expelled for reasons such as: 
Social and Economic Factors, School Financing, Limitations 
of Census Data, Minority undercount, Behavior Problems and 
others. As a result of controversy and conflict, the use 
9 
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of suspension and expulsion in school systems appears to 
be increasing. State legislatures and state level educa¬ 
tors are looking closely at the policies of local school 
districts. Generally, local district policies outlining 
students' rights and responsibilities and procedures for 
suspension and expulsion vary from system to system. Some 
district policies contain the procedures to be followed in 
the event a student has to be suspended or expelled. Most 
policies state that students, parents or guardians have 
the right to request an immediate hearing before the proper 
school authority. 
For the purpose of this study Due Process as it re¬ 
lates to suspension and expulsion is defined as: 
A procedural right guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amend¬ 
ment of the United States Constitution which must be 
granted before a person may be deprived of a property 
right. As such, it (14th Amendment) requires school 
districts to assure that their rules offer students 
three protections: (l) reasonableness, (2) consisten¬ 
cy of application, and (3) equal protection. 
A child does not shed his constitutional right at the 
schoolhouse door and the same holds true in terms of his 
due process rights. 
This section presents a summary of literature perti¬ 
nent to: Suspensions and Expulsions, Perceptions, Due 
Process and Policies. 
Oscar Boozer, Jill Slavin, and Bennie Sherwood, 
Discipline Guidelines and Due Process and Appeal Procedures 
Related to Suspension and Expulsion (Atlanta: Division of 
Student/Community Services, 1977)» P• b-5. 
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Literature Pertinent to Suspension 
and Ex-pulsion 
The literature on suspension and expulsion show that 
studies are being conducted to explore reasons and causes 
for children being suspended or expelled from systems. The 
Children Out of School In America study was based upon data 
gathered from the U.S. census on non-enrollment. The cen¬ 
sus data show figures on children who were excluded from 
school at least "45 days or one-quarter of the school 
year."^ The study suggests that the primary reasons for 
these exclusions were found to be disciplinary mechanisms. 
Disciplinary mechanisms is defined as: suspension, expul¬ 
sion, voluntary withdrawal, blocking, barring, temporary 
dismissal or a cooling-off period. 
Although precautionary measures are taken by some sys¬ 
tems to prevent mass suspensions and expulsions, the overall 
rates are continuously increasing. Data reported in 
Children Out of School In America lend credence to this as¬ 
sumption by reporting thusly: 
According to the 1970 census, nearly two million school- 
age children 7 to 17 were not enrolled in any school 
three consecutive months prior to enumeration in April, 
1970. More than one million of them were between the 
ages of 7 and 15. Over three-quarters of a million 
were elementary school-age children 7 to 13. 
Results of the CDF study show that suspensions and 
^Edelman, Children, p. 3. 
2Ibid., p. 33. 
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expulsions were evident in school systems. Census data in¬ 
dicated that some children are more likely than others to 
be out of school. Students from all economic, ethnic and 
racial backgrounds were victims of suspension and expul¬ 
sion. Data show that of the two million children suspended 
from school, it appears that "the older a child gets, the 
more likely he or she will have difficulty staying in 
school"."*" The CDF study also noted that "children were 
more likely to be suspended if their families are poor or 
if they lived in female-headed families".2 
In 1972, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) investi¬ 
gated suspension patterns and its reflections on racial dis¬ 
crimination within systems with high minority enrollment. 
The study concluded that: "Of the 24 million students 
covered by the OCR survey, over one million or 4.2 percent 
of them were suspended at least once during the 1972-1973 
school year."-^ 
By 1975. OCR was able to report that: 
Minority students are being kept out of school as a dis¬ 
ciplinary measure more frequently and for longer periods 
of time than non-minority students. Though minorities 
constituted only 38 percent of the OCR data enrollment, 
they suffered 54 percent of the suspension days. 
From the reported data submitted by OCR, it appears that a 
Ibid. 
2Ibid. 




discriminatory pattern exists from the reported ratio of 
minority suspensions. 
CDF validates this assumption when the report concluded: 
"In school districts where there are few blacks, Puerto Ricians 
or Chicanos, it is the lower-income children who often bear 
the disproportionate brunt of school official's disciplinary 
action. 
CDF and OCR studies resulted in similar conclusions 
while both studies show that: 
While 4.4 percent of all the children in our survey 
were suspended at least once, the rate for black chil¬ 
dren was 7«3 percent. At the secondary school level, 
black students were suspended more than three times as 
often as white students: 12.8 percent compared with 
4.1 percent. 
The various investigations and studies on suspension 
and expulsion policies indicate that the disportionate rate 
of suspensions for minorities reflect the discriminatory 
attitudes and habits of school systems. 
"Suspensions and Expulsion; Current Trends in School 
Policies and Program," an Education U.S.A. special report 
lends additional information on children out of school. The 
study found that in the Los Angeles system: 
Between 1973 and 1975» the number of actual expulsions 
climbed from 250 to 3°0 annually. In 1974-75 principals 
made 520 referrals for expulsion. Of those, 77 were 
withdrawn by the expulsion review committee and 262 
students were finally expelled.^ 
■'‘Ibid., p. 134. 
^Ibid., p. 13. 
-%eill, p« 35. 
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School policies in California specify that the school 
board has the power to suspend or expel students. Should 
the student's behavioral pattern improve he/she may enter 
a rehabilitative program. Upon adjustment to the program, 
the student may then apply for re-enrollment in school 
after his/her expulsion period is over. 
Further evidence of children out of school can be 
found in School Suspensions; Are They Helping Children? 
In this study for the U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare's Office of Civil Rights, researchers report 
that of the systems studied: 
One in every 24 children enrolled in the reporting dis¬ 
trict, and one in every 13 secondary students enrolled, 
was suspended at least once during the 1972-73 school 
year. Thirteen states reported suspending over 5 per¬ 
cent of their school populations. Fifteen states re¬ 
ported suspending over 3°.°0° school children. 
California alone reported almost 142,000 suspensions 
even though its data did not include any schools in 
Los Angeles. 
School Suspensions: Are They Helping Children? study 
state that: 
The suspension problem is not limited to any particular 
kind of school district. Although the largest school 
districts North and South suspended the largest numbers 
of children, the proportions of children kicked out of 
school in many smaller districts are great. . . . 
The high rates of students out of school confirms the 
researcher's belief that suspension and expulsion are monu¬ 
mental problems in school systems. The exclusion of students 
1Edelman. School Suspensions, pp.10,11. 
2Ibid., p. 11. 
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from school is a serious disciplinary measure, used less 
often than suspension. In some areas, students are ex¬ 
pelled when they accumulate two to four suspensions or when 
they repeat the same offense. 
Watson's oral report for the subcommittee concluded 
that : 
Suspension and expulsion were found to be related to 
disruptive incidents. . . . From one-fourth to one- 
third of all suspensions in most districts fall into 
categories; for example, insubordination, where teacher 
judgment is the primary determinant of suspension. 
The Iowa Department of Public Instruction has taken a 
stand against expulsion. They suggest that "expulsion is 
so inappropriate and it has such a stigma attached that 
O 
'Board suspension" should be used to replace it. Systems 
who recognize the fact that suspension rates are rising, 
have developed alternative programs in an effort to recti¬ 
fy existing problems. 
In reference to alternatives to suspension and expul¬ 
sion Watson stated in his oral report that: "It was also 
found that sound policy development and implementation of 
suspension and expulsion procedures coupled with education¬ 
al options and alternatives can have a positive effect on 
3 
the reduction of student violence and vandalism. 
Watson's study summarizes alternative programs thusly 
■^Watson, p. 49. 
2Neill, p. 49. 
^Watson, p. 49. 
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In every school district included in the survey, suc¬ 
cessful programs had been developed to cope with the 
problems of violence, vandalism and exclusion. Several 
of the cities had developed extremely effective pro¬ 
grams for coping with existing problems and preventing 
future difficulties. Public schools in Miami, Florida 
and Oakland, California, for example, have all but 
eliminated expulsions and drastically reduced suspen¬ 
sions. Both systems have done this by combining in¬ 
tense community involvement and sound, fully imple¬ 
mented public policy. Baltimore, Maryland and New 
Orleans, Louisiana have developed unusually effective 
programs for coping with conflict in their school sys¬ 
tems. Atlanta, Georgia has an unusually effective se¬ 
curity force which is the smallest among the major 
cities, but operates with great effectiveness. The most 
unique factor associated with the Atlanta security pro¬ 
gram is that security personnel operate as a part of 
the teaching, counseling, administrative team in the 
schools. The Los Angeles Unified School District, 
despite its size and complexity, has a number of pro¬ 
grams and approaches which address, with considerable 
success, the multi-faceted problems facing a large, 
multi-racial, geographically dispersed school system. 
In short, ways of coping with the problems have been 
and are being developed at the local level. These pro¬ 
grams have not eliminated the problem; the school sys¬ 
tems clearly need help. But is also true that they do 
not feel nowerless, nor are they overwhelmed by their 
problems 
It is the researcher's observation that alternative 
programs alv/ays involve reactions by administrators to the 
effectiveness of programs and their implementation, from 
local school through to superintendents or Board of Educa¬ 
tion. A basic provision for any alternative program should 
be that students will not be academically penalized for 
being there, nor will they be permitted to engage in 
meaningless holding pattern activities. 
1Ibid., pp. 33, 34. 
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Literature Pertinent to Perception 
Most studies agree that perception has something to 
do with our awareness of conditions and objects about us. 
It is dependent to a large extent upon the impressions 
these objects or conditions make upon our senses. It is 
the way we perceive things. Perception involves, to some 
degree, an understanding awareness, a meaning or recogni¬ 
tion of these objects. 
Bartley, describes perception as: 
. . . perception is a product of 'past experience.' To 
do so is not to misstate the matter, for certainly per¬ 
ception is a developmental product. But the behavior 
that the organism is prepared to manifest as the imme¬ 
diate reactions to the instant-to-instant come-and-go 
of impingements upon it has a significance that the 
more remote reaction of thinking, for example, do not 
have. The immediate behavior is certainly foundational. 
Even if one considers only consciousness, it will be 
found that there is an absoluteness and an effective¬ 
ness to what is experienced as the 'here and now®, in 
contrast to what is imagined, or remembered 'out of 
space and time.' Response to the 'here and now' is 
more compelling than other forms of activity.1 
It is noted by the researcher that perception is a 
word which has several connotations in common speech. 
Various dictionary definitions are as follows: 
- Consciousness! awareness; the awareness of objects or 
other data through the medium of senses; the process 
or faculty of perceiving. 
- Insight or intuition, as of an abstract quality. 
- The result of this; knowledge, etc. gained by 
perceiving. 
LS. Howard Bartley, Principles of Perception (New York 
Harper & Row, 1958), p. 45^. 
Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionary of the 
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The first definition suggests that perception is a form 
of thought as well as immediate behavior. The second defini¬ 
tion implies that perception is a judgment. The third de¬ 
fines perception as a kind of copy process of externality. 
From these definitions we can conclude that percep¬ 
tion is a term so broadly defined as to have no restrictive 
use. The application of these rules in relating to the 
subject matter and perception, the dictionary approach ap¬ 
pears inappropriate. 
Perception, in psychological terms as related in the 
literature search reflect the views of various authors. As 
early as 1892, James defined perception as: "Consciousness 
of particular material things present to sense."''' James 
further stated that: "Sensational and reproductive brain- 
processes combined, then, are what gives us the content of 
2 
our perception." 
Thirty-two years later, in 1924, Seashore had a simi¬ 
lar concept of perception, he states that: "Sensation and 
perception together constitute sensory experience."-^ Sea¬ 
shore suggests that perceptions are dependent on the 
functioning of sense organs. 
English Language 2nd ed., (1974), s.v. 
■'"William James, Principles of Psychology (Holt, 
1892), p. 10. 
^Ibid., p. 11. 
-^Carl Seashore, Introduction to Psychology (New York: 
Macmillan, 1924), p. 44. 
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Munn had another view of perception; he concluded 
that : 
Perceiving is a process comparable with discriminating, 
differentiating, and observing. The term is customari¬ 
ly used to refer to relatively complex receptor and 
neural processes which underlie our awareness of our¬ 
selves and our world. This awareness is referred to as 
perception. 
There is a strong implication that the term percep¬ 
tion is usually restricted to aspects of experience, it has 
certain behavioral implications. Perception of objects, 
situations, and relationships is often correlated with 
particular overt reaction. 
Zalkind and Costello view perception as: 
People use themselves as the standard by which they 
perceive or judge others; administrators are no excep¬ 
tion. One way in which the administrator's traits in¬ 
fluence what he looks for in someone else is that they 
help to furnish the categories he uses in perceiving 
others.d 
Zalkind and Costello further state that: 
An administrator who is a non-authoritarian person is 
more likely to view other individuals in terms of their 
psychological and personal characteristics and be less 
concerned about their orientation to power than is an 
authoritarian administrator.3 
When referring to an administrator's personal charac¬ 
teristics and emotions, Teshback and Singer concluded that: 
Norman L. Munn, Psychology: The Fundamentals of 
Human Adjustment (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1951), 
p^ 400. 
^Sheldon S. Zalkind and Timothy W. Costello, "Percep¬ 
tion: Implications for Administration," Administrative 
Science Quarterly. VII (September 1962), p. 218. 
-^Ibid. , p. 219. 
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The administrator's own personal characteristics are 
not the only inner factors which may color his percep¬ 
tions of other people. The current emotions which the 
administrator is experiencing also can shape what he 
sees in others. 
The authors suggest that administrators who are inse¬ 
cure when changes are effected tend to look for insecurity 
in those with whom he works. 
Zalkind and Costello also suggest that: "The ad¬ 
ministrator who has insight into his own personality is less 
likely to have his perceptions of others distorted by his 
2 
own personal characteristics. 
In accordance to Bridges: ". . .a leader views him¬ 
self as being a causal agent of other people's actions."-^ 
He suggests that: "By implication the administrator who 
does not believe that the behavior of others is contingent 
upon his own actions is not apt to engage in leadership 
acts. 
The aforementioned statements imply that as the ad¬ 
ministrator comes to know the categories he uses in per¬ 
ceiving others, the amount of weight he attaches to these 
categories, and how the categories and their significance 
S. Teshback and S. D. Singer, "The Effect of Fear 
Arousal Upon Social Perception," Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology LV (1957) 283. 
^Zalkind and Costello, p. 219. 
-^Edwin M. Bridges, "Administrative Man: Origin or 
Pawn in Decision Making?," Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 6, 1 (Winter, 1970), p. 7. 
^Ibid., p. 8. 
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to him are related to his own characteristics he can have 
greater confidence in his judgment. 
The researcher asserts that the objective in defining 
perception was to indicate its relationship to other forms 
of behavior. Studies indicate that the behavior of the in¬ 
dividual, whether it be perception or not, relates with his 
relations to his surroundings. The individual's relating 
activities possess various names, perception, cognition, 
thought, memory, etc. Both the dictionary and everyday 
usage indicate that there are many shades of meaning for 
each of these terms. In some ways they appear to overlap. 
Administrators make certain assumptions about their 
ability to act as an agent for the behavior of others. 
Some administrators expect that certain anticipated conse¬ 
quences will follow from their actions while other ad¬ 
ministrators lack this sense of confidence. Campbell and 
associates speak to these assumptions by looking at the 
perception of self. In viewing the administrators' per¬ 
ceptions, they assert: 
How an administrator perceives himself influences his 
thoughts and actions in several important ways. First, 
the administrator uses himself as a norm for judging 
others; what he looks for in people is influenced by his 
own traits. The more he understands himself and the 
kind of person he is, the fewer errors he is likely to 
commit when making inferences about other people. Second, 
the administrator makes certain assumptions about what 
controls his behavior. Some administrators tend to see 
their behavior in the organization as being largely 
self-determined; others believe that events external 
to themselves and beyond their control govern their be¬ 
havior. The administrator's perceptions of the primary 
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locus of causation of his own behavior shapes his or¬ 
ganizational conduct. Third, administrators make 
certain assumptions about their ability to act as a 
causal agent for the behavior of others. Some ad¬ 
ministrators expect that certain anticipated conse¬ 
quences will follow from their actions while other 
administrators lack this sense of efficacy. What the 
administrator chooses to undertake is partially de¬ 
termined by how efficacious he views himself in 
generating the outcomes he seeks. 
Likert views perception as being: 
An individual’s reaction to any situation is always a 
function not of the absolute character of the inter¬ 
action but of his perception of it; it is how he sees 
things that count, not objective reality. Consequent¬ 
ly, an individual will always interpret an interaction 
between himself and the organization in terms of his 
background and culture, his experience, and expecta¬ 
tions .2 
In Miller’s description of the superintendent as a 
perceptive generalist he states: 
The perceptive generalist must know enough of the 
general field and enough of the nature and problem of 
the specialist so that he can communicate with them 
with understanding, comprehensible among the specialists 
as a collective group and meaningful between specialists 
and the general public. . . . The superintendent’s ex¬ 
pertness lies in his inventiveness and genius in or¬ 
ganization, and in his ability to work with people.3 
"''Roald F. Campbell et al, Introduction to Educational 
Administration (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc., 1967), p. 345. 
p 
Rensis Likert, The Human Organization: Its Management 
and Value (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1967), p. 14. 
-'van Miller, "The Superintendent of Schools," Prepara¬ 
tion Programs for School Administrators (East Lansing, Mich: 
Michigan State University, 1963), p. 245. 
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Literature Pertinent to Due Process as it 
Relates to Suspensions and Expulsions 
In the past, suspension or expulsion of students from 
school have resulted in many lawsuits. These lawsuits 
bring to focus events which are occurring in our school sys¬ 
tems; the constant lack of procedural regularity that per¬ 
mits, and often encourages, easy and unjustified use of the 
sanction of suspension. Previously, the power of the ad¬ 
ministrators was absolute, and any abuse of it was unre- 
viewable. 
Ladd cautioned educators that they should not wait for 
further court decisions of just what constitutes due process 
rights of students. He stated "to do so would amount to 
p 
passing control of schools over to the courts." The U.S. 
Constitution requires that government agencies or institu¬ 
tions treat all persons equally. On January 22, 1975. and 
February 25, 1975, the Supreme Court decided two cases, 
(Goss v. Lopez and Wood v. Strickland) which expanded the 
Constitutional and statutory protections available to young 
people attending schools. 
In Goss v. Lopez, the Court held that students have a 
right to a "free public education which cannot be taken away 
by school officials through suspension, even temporarily, 
■^Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Educa¬ 
tion (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1961), p. 239. 
2 
Edward T. Ladd, "Regulating Student Behavior without 
Ending up in Court," Phi Delta Kappan, January, 1973, p. 221. 
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without due process of law."^" The Supreme Court ruled that 
students may not be deprived of the right to attend school 
through suspensions unless, at a minimum, they are first 
given oral or written notice of the charges against them. 
In Wood v. Strickland, the Supreme Court stated: 
School Board members can be held liable for damages if 
they knew or reasonably should have known that the ac¬ 
tion they took would violate the constitutional rights 
of the student affected, or if they took the action with 
a malicious intent to deprive the student of constitu¬ 
tional rights or cause other injury. 
The courts recognized that school authorities must 
have broad discretionary authority in the daily operation 
of public schools. This includes wide latitude with re¬ 
spect to maintaining discipline and good order. Addressing 
this point specifically, the court stated in Tinker v. Des 
Moines School District: "The court has repeatedly em¬ 
phasized the need for affirming the comprehensive authority 
of the states and of school officials, consistent with fun¬ 
damental constitutional safeguards, to prescribe and con- 
3 
trol conduct in the school."^ 
Such an approach properly recognizes the unique nature 
^Norval Goss et al, Appellants v. Eileen Lopez et al, 
U.S. 42, 95 S. Ct. L.Ed. 2d 725 (1975). 
2 
John P. Wood et al, Petitioners v. Peggy Strickland, 
a minor by Mr. and Mrs. Virgil Justice, her parents and 
next friends, et al, U.S. 43, 95 Sup. Ct. L.Ed. 2d 214. 
(1975). 
3 
-'Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School 
District, 393 U.S. 503. (1969). 
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of public education and the correspondingly limited role of 
the judiciary in its supervision. In Epperson v. Arkansas, 
the court stated: 
By and large, public education in our nation is commit¬ 
ted to the control of state and local authorities. 
Courts do not and cannot intervene in the resolution of 
conflicts which arise in the daily operation of school 
systems and which do not directly and sharply implicate 
basic constitutional values. 
In the case of Brown v. Board of Education, Chief 
Justice Warren wrote: 
In these days, it is doubtful that any child may reason¬ 
ably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the 
opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where 
the state has undertaken to provide it, is alright which 
may be made available to all on equal terms. 
This precept has been adopted in lower courts. The 
Brown language was adopted by the Fifth Circuit for example, 
in a student due process case, Williams v. Dade County 
School Board, where the court held that: 
It requires no argument to demonstrate that education 
is vital and, indeed, basic to civilized society. With¬ 
out sufficient education the plaintiffs would not be 
able to earn an adequate livelihood, to enjoy life to 
the fullest, or to fulfill as completely as possible 
the duties and responsibilities of good citizens.-'5 
It was again cited in Hosier v. Evans, a case in¬ 
volving access to education, where the federal district 
"^Epperson v. Arkansas, 393 U.S. 97. 
^Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483, 4-93» 74 
Sup. Ct. 686, 98 L.Ed. 8?3 (1954). 
^William v. Dade County School Board, 44l, F 2d 299» 
302 (5th Cir. 1971)• 
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court for the Virgin Island, found public education "so fun¬ 
damental as to be fittingly considered the cornerstone of a 
vibrant and viable republican form of democracy. ""*" 
In Ordway v. Hargraves, the Federal District Court in 
Massachusetts noted that "it would seem beyond argument that 
the right to receive a public school education is a basic 
p 
personal right." The court refused to allow the exclusion 
of a healthy pregnant girl from school. 
In Chandler v. South Bend Community School Corporation 
an Indiana District Court found education to be: 
A substantial right implicit in the 'liberty* assurance 
of the 'Due Process Clause,' and a necessary element in 
the effective exercise of rights guaranteed by the 
first eight Amendments of the U.S. Constitution.3 
There can be no doubt that education is a vitally im¬ 
portant right, resting in part on expressed state constitu¬ 
tional provisions, and, in part, on the essential contribu¬ 
tion of education to the effective exercise of the entire 
Bill of Rights. 
Sullivan v. Houston Independent School District in a 
federal district court decision in Texas, Judge Seals ruled: 
Education . . . is a priceless commodity. Furthermore, 
it is a fundamental right of every citizen. Just as 
"*"Hosier v. Evans, 302 F. Supp. 316, 391 (D. St. Croix 
1970). 
^Ordway v. Hargraves (323 F• Supp. 1155» 1158 (D. 
Mass. 1971)• 
^Chandler \. South Bend Community School Corporation 
(Civ. no. 71-S-51) (N.D. Ind. August 26, 1971). 
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the Supreme Court has declared that United States 
citizenship cannot be revoked except by voluntary ex¬ 
patriation ... so courts should declare that an in¬ 
dividual’s guarantee of an education, only quantitative¬ 
ly less basic than the right of citizenship, cannot be 
annulled, even temporarily, except in the most extreme 
circumstances.1 
Even though courts recognize a valuable and important 
right to education, most have allowed short-term suspension 
of this right. The courts have constantly held that a 
hearing is required prior to expulsion for a ’substantial* 
period of time, but have allowed shorter suspensions with¬ 
out a hearing. This action by the courts has created wide 
disagreement in the federal judiciary as to what is 'sub¬ 
stantial . ' 
A stigma which is often attached to suspension or ex¬ 
pulsion was best stated by Judge Seals in the Sullivan case. 
He stated that: "School suspensions also represent a 'badge 
of disgrace* to many people. A suspension represents a de¬ 
cision by school authorities that a particular student is a 
2 
problem child, undesirable or an outcast." 
An approach which was adopted by courts for emergency 
suspension was the case of Stricklin v. Board of Regents. 
The court has held that a disciplinary suspension requires 
a prior hearing; they noted that: 
The preliminaries to the hearing and the hearing 
■'"Sullivan v. Houston Independent School District, 333 F. 
Supp. 1149, 1172 (S.D. Tex. 1971). 
2 
Sullivan v. Houston. 
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itself should constitute what I have called a "full 
hearing"; that is, a procedure which affords all of the 
elements of due process which must constitutionally pre¬ 
cede the imposition of the sanction of expulsion or the 
imposition of the sanction of suspension for a substan¬ 
tial period of time. . . . 
In conclusion, suspension of a student from school for 
disciplinary purposes should always be preceded by a hearing. 
Emergency suspensions (without hearing) may take place if 
there is a clear and present danger to persons or property 
in the school. 
Literature Pertinent to Policies and 
Practices of School Systems 
School policies should fall within the confines of 
state law and constitutional limits. It is the responsi¬ 
bility of school systems to render interpretations, and im¬ 
plementation of local policies. A review of the literature 
indicates that techniques for the implementation of policies 
and procedures vary. Systems utilize a variety of programs 
and practices as alternatives to suspension and expulsion. 
Some systems outline their policies relating to stu¬ 
dents* rights and responsibilities, and procedures for sus¬ 
pension and expulsion. Most systems offer clear and precise 
■''Stricklin v. Board of Regents, 297 F. Supp. 4l6, 420, 
422 (D. Wis. 1969). 
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definitions of policies and procedural steps followed in 
breaches of rules and regulations. 
A review of the literature on policies and practices 
of school systems relating to suspension and expulsion yield 
the following regulations and opinions. 
The Atlanta system has adopted as policy the following 
practices for implementing their suspension and expulsion 
policies. 
-The Discipline Implementation Committee, elected to 
establish in-school suspension centers under teacher 
supervision equipped with instructional resources to 
enable students to continue their learning program and 
including a counseling component. 
-Downtown Learning Center, . . . operates on an open 
campus, individualized contract system offering almost 
900 courses on and off-site. 
The Dade County system authorized school centers for: 
-Special Instruction - These centers have as their pri¬ 
mary objective the responsibility of providing a super¬ 
vised facility within the school for students whose 
behavior would normally warrant outdoor suspension. 
-Opportunity School Program, which provide alternative 
program offerings for grades 6-12 in a diagnostic, in¬ 
dividualized, flexible school setting until the students 
are able^to resume attendance in the regular school 
program. 
The Philadelphia School District implemented the: 
-Franklin Learning Center, the center is set up on a 
collegiate model with free program choice and freedom 
of student movement. There is an arrangement with the 
Philadelphia Community College whereby students can 
"''Watson, p. 35- 
2Ibid. 
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take courses for credit.^ 
The Los Angeles system has several alternative pro¬ 
grams. They are as follows: 
-Programs for Divergent Youth. 
-The On-site Opportunity Classes. 
-Community Centered Classroom. (Tri-C) 
-Vandalism Reduction Program. 
-Project Furlough. 
-CARD (Concentrated Approach to Reduce Delinquency). 
All of the alternative programs for this system are 
devoted to: 
1. Reduction of classroom disruption. 
2. Development of an environment conducive to academic 
success. 
3» Effect an attitudinal change in maladoptive or poten¬ 
tial maladoptive students. 
2 4. Reduction of truancy and absenteeism. 
Boulder Valley Public Schools, through cooperative work 
of students, teachers, administrators, Board of Education 
members and others, formulated”a’ statement of Student Rights 
and Responsibilities. It was adopted as policy by the Board 
with the purpose of creating a stimulating learning climate 
and providing opportunities for students to exercise rights 
3 
and assume responsibilities of citizenship."^ 
Cleveland Public Schoo3.s, published a booklet on 
1Ibid. 
2Ibid., p. 36. 
3 
^Jill A. Slavin and Lowrie A. Fraser, Discipline in 
the Schools, vol. 1, Research Report Submitted to the Super- 
tendent*s Commission on Discipline (Atlanta, Ga.: Atlanta 
Public Schools, 197^), p. 79. 
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"Responsibilities: Students, Parents and School for Behavior 
and Discipline." The booklet included the Board of Educa¬ 
tion's statement of discipline, affirming support of teach¬ 
ing and administrative staffs and assuring that every pupil 
has the right to learn. If further states that suspension 
and expulsion may be considered for such acts as: "Open or 
persistent defiance of authority and/or school rules and 
regulations, assaulting staff or students, property damages, 
theft, possession of weapons and drugs.""1" 
El Paso has established an Individualized Learning 
Center to reach out to: 
. . . those children whose problems interfere with ré¬ 
ponse to the usual methods of education. Poor classroom 
behavior, excessive truancy, functioning below grade 
level, being expelled, just 'dropping out' are some of 
the factors that precede enrollment in this new kind of 
school.^ 
Fort Worth Public School System states that: 
Suspension and expulsion are effected only by establish¬ 
ed procedures. In case of violence or abusive language, 
the person abused submits a written complaint, with a 
list of witnesses, to the principal. If the principal 
finds the student guilty and suspends him (up to 10 
days), the principal must make a full report to the 
superintendent (in writing) who, with not more than 
three others, will conduct an investigation and make 
recommendations.* 
Hillsborough County Public Schools has developed an 
In-school Suspension Program which was implemented at 
"*"Ibid. , p. 88. 
^Ibid., p. 104. 
^Ibid., p. 106. 
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T. R. Robinson High School. Research has shown that: 
Suspension usually effects students already excessively 
absent and already borderline or failing in studies who 
look on suspension as a vacation. This new plan is to 
accommodate all suspended students except those judged 
to be a threat to others or those for whom in-school 
suspension proves ineffective. 
In the Phoenix Public School System: 
The power of suspension exceeding three days, rests with 
the superintendent and principal, with report to Board 
of Trustees. This type of suspension, enforced suspen¬ 
sion, requires notification of parents prior to its 
start and of superintendent by telephone immediately, 
and in writing within five days, giving date of suspen¬ 
sion and reason thereof. Superintendents must notify 
Board of Trustees within five days. 
Houston, Texas - In Houston, punishment for a different 
kind of disruption is equally swift: "A student who leaves 
class to take part in a boycott, to investigate a boycott, 
or who otherwise fails to abide by the rules and regulations 
and the reasonable requests of school personnel, is immediate- 
ly to be suspended from school."^ 
Summary 
In reviewing the studies reported in the professional 
literature several areas of consensus became readily apparent. 
First, the notion of suspension and expulsion must include 
^"Ibid. , p. 110. 
^Ibid., p. 150. 
3 
J. William Jones, "Discipline Crisis in Schools: The 
Problems, Causes and Search for Solutions," Education U.S.A, 
Special Report (Arlington, Va.: National School Public Re¬ 
lations Association, 1973), P- 33* 
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more than a set of rules and regulations for student conduct; 
assurances of the enactment of and adherence to a code of 
due process and to a continuing search for alternatives to 
suspension and expulsion must also be incorporated. 
A second area of agreement is the need to consider as 
basic, an adequate education for all students. Techniques 
for assuring the attainment of this common goal might vary 
widely from system to system. 
Finally, most authors stress the need for policy en¬ 
forcement activities at the principals' level, but seldom 
if ever stress such activities at the superintendents' level. 
In an effort to ensure the success of any program, it would 
appear necessary that the attitude, behavior and skills of 
the superintendent are of vital concern to the implementa¬ 




This chapter describes the specific steps followed in 
the data gathering procedures which are detailed in the 
following sections: (a) The Population Sample, (b) The Instru¬ 
ment, (c) The Research Design, (d) Treatment of the Data, (e) 
Time Frame for Questionnaire, (f) Summary. 
The Population Sample 
The population sample in this study was the same as that 
used in Dr. Watson*s study for the Subcommittee on Juvenile 
Delinquency. His criteria for selecting these specific cities 
were : 
In selecting the cities and school systems, we were in¬ 
fluenced by the need to have access to accurate data, by 
the willingness of certain school superintendents to 
participate in the study, by the need to select systems 
which represented diversity in size, racial, composition, 
geographical location and complexity. . . . The result 
has been a limited study of fifteen school systems which 
provides important information about the differences and 
similarities between these systems and others, all of 
which experience to one degree or another the problems 
and complexities of school violence and vandalism, student 
suspension and expulsion and the need to deal with these 
problems and complexities on a daily basis. 
Watson further stated that: 
1 Watson, P- 9- 
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There were fifteen cities included in the survey. They 
range in size from systems with pupil enrollment of under 
10,000 to over 600,000. All of the school districts have 
more than fifty percent minority students. In four of 
these districts (Dade County, Berkeley, Los Angeles, and 
Oakland) the minority population includes significant num¬ 
bers of Asian-Americans and Latinos as well as Blacks. 
Cities from the Far West, Midwest, Northwest, and South 
were represented in the survey.1 
Since this study was concerned with one aspect of 
problems related to suspension and expulsion, it was deemed 
appropriate to use the same population and systems. 
The Instrument 
The instrument used in this survey was developed by the 
writer, based on a similar questionnaire used by Dr. Watson in 
his study. The data were sought in three sections. Section 
one, Suspension presents data obtained from items 1 - 13. 
Section two, Expulsion presents data obtained from items 14 to 
26. Section three, Perceptions, presents data obtained from 
items 27 - 31. 
The Research Design 
The Descriptive Survey Method was used to gather the 
data for this study and guide its analysis. In reference to 
this particular methodology, Leedy states that: 
The method of research that simply looks with intense 
accuracy at the phenomena of the moment and then describes 
precisely what the researcher sees is called survey, the 
descriptive survey, or the normative survey method of re¬ 
search. ^ 
"*"Watson, p. 9- Note previous comment on this quotation. 
O 
Paul D. Leedy, Practical Research Planning and Design. 
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc. 1974 ) p. 79. 
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Good's concept of descriptive survey is as follows: 
Descriptive studies may include present facts or current 
conditions concerning the nature of a group of persons, a 
number of objects, or a class of events, and may involve 
the procedures of induction. The terms survey and status 
suggest the gathering of evidence relating to current con¬ 
ditions. The expression 'normative' sometimes is applied 
to descriptive investigations, because the purpose is to 
determine the normal or typical condition or practice, as 
in comparing local test results with a city, state or 
national norm. 
According to Mouly: 
Survey studies can be divided into any number of subcate¬ 
gories, depending on the basis and purpose of classifica¬ 
tion. Probably the most basic breakdown is to separate 
them into descriptive studies, which are oriented toward 
the description of the present status of a given phenomenon, 
and analytical studies, in which phenomena are analyzed in 
terms of their basic components. 
The researcher selected the Descriptive Survey Method to 
gather the data because it is oriented toward the description 
of the present status of a given phenomenon, and analytical 
studies, in which phenomenon are analyzed in terms of their 
basic components. For the purpose of this study the Descrip¬ 
tive Survey seemed appropriate. 
The basic sequential steps in conducting this research 
study were as follows: 
Step 1. The identification of an area that Watson's-^ 
study did not cover: superintendents’ percep¬ 
tions of suspension and expulsion policies. 
■^Carter V. Good, Introduction to Educational Research 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1963) » pT 2W* 
^George J. Mouly, The Science of Educational Research 
(New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co., 1970), p. 238. 










Material used in the construction of the ques¬ 
tionnaire was designed by the researcher. The 
primary purposes of the questionnaire were (1) 
to elicit information from superintendents in 
regard to their perceptions of the implementa¬ 
tion of suspension and expulsion policies and 
(2) to gain factual information on the com¬ 
ponents and formulation of formal policies. 
In an attempt to establish content validity, 
preliminary versions of the questionnaire were 
presented to the Assistant Superintendent of 
the Atlanta Public Schools, several principals 
and other educators. 
Alterations were made on the questionnaire from 
comments offered by responding educators when 
the instrument was piloted and from suggestions 
made by members of the dissertation committee. 
After the revision, the questionnaire was print¬ 
ed and prepared for mailing to superintendents 
selected for the study. The final form of the 
questionnaire contained thirty-one items. 
Three sections were provided in the question¬ 
naire: Section one, Suspension; Section two, 
Expulsion; Section three, Perceptions. The 
respondents were informed that the question¬ 
naire was designed in a manner that the first 
two sections labeled suspension and expulsion 
could be answered by persons responsible for the 
data. It was suggested by the writer that the 
last section labeled Perceptions be answered by 
the superintendents. 
. Letters were mailed to superintendents in the 
following fifteen school systems*. Atlanta, 
Georgia; Baltimore City, Maryland; Berkeley, 
California; Camden, New Jersey; Detroit, 
Michigan; East Chicago, Illinois; East Orange, 
New Jersey; Evanston, Illinois; Gary, Indiana; 
Los Angeles, California; Miami (Dade County), 
Florida; New Orleans, Louisiana; Oakland, 
California; Saint Louis, Missouri; Wilmington 
(New Castle County), Delaware. Copies of 
Student11 s Rights Handbooks materials relating to 
suspension and expulsion, copies of policies and 
regulations utilized in various systems were re¬ 
quested. 
. Eleven (11) systems responded to the suspension 
and expulsion question. Two systems felt that 
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they could not participate in the study at 
this time. Two systems did not respond at 
all. 
The Treatment of the Data 
Data for the study, Policies on Suspension and Expul¬ 
sion in Selected School Districts and the Superintendents' 
Perceptions of Implementing them, were collected and 
analyzed, to (1) identify the 'components* of formal policies 
governing suspensions and expulsion in selected school sys¬ 
tems, and (2) analyze the perceptions of superintendents 
from the selected school systems, regarding the implementa¬ 
tion of these school policies. 
The data were organized in tabular form then analyzed. 
Data were incorporated in tables to display the various com¬ 
ponents of the system's formal policies. 
Time Frame for Questionnaire 
The questionnaires were mailed to the fifteen (15) se¬ 
lected superintendents. A cover letter explaining the pur¬ 
pose of the study was attached to each questionnaire. 
Eight (8) initial responses from the superintendents 
were received by November 5» 1978. A follow-up letter was 
mailed on November 28, 1978, to those superintendents who had 
not returned their questionnaires. Telephone calls were made 
to request the participation of the remaining systems. In¬ 
cluded in each mailing was a self-addressed stamped envelope 
for superintendents to return the completed questionnaires. 
After the second mailing on Janaury 20, 1979, three(3) 
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more returns came in, making a total of eleven (11) returns 
used for this study. Two (2) systems did not respond and two 
(2) systems stated that they^were "unahle to participate in 
the study at this time." 
Summary 
The data were transposed from the questionnaire to 
various tables in order to facilitate interpretation of the 
findings. Some data were treated collectively in order to 
protect the confidentiality of the respondents. Because the 
majority of the systems did not differentiate between suspen¬ 
sion and expulsion, responses to some questions were combined. 
The data are presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. 
CHAPfa IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the data obtained from the re¬ 
sponses of eleven (ll) superintendents to the "Suspension and 
Expulsion Questionnaire." This questionnaire was developed by 
the writer based on a similar questionnaire used by Dr. 
Watson-'- discussed earlier in this research. The data are pre¬ 
sented in three sections. Section one - Suspension: presents 
data obtained from Items 1 to 13• Data obtained from Items 1, 
2, 4, 5» 6 required the respondents to respond either 'yes or 
no'. Data obtained from Items 3» 7, 8, 9, 10 required a 
check response. Data obtained from Items 11, 12, 13 required 
documented information from the system's record. Section two - 
Expulsion: presents data obtained from Items 14 to 26. Data 
obtained from Items 14, 15, 17, 18, 19 required a 'yes or no' 
response from the subjects. Data obtained from Items 24, 25, 
26 required documented information from the systenfe records. 
Section three - Perceptions: presents the responses of the 
2 
superintendents' perceptions. 
^Watson, p. 45, 46. 
2 
Appendix C for a sample copy of the questionnaire. 
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4l 
This chapter analyzes the components of formal policies 
as to content, processes of formulation, and implementation 
governing suspension and expulsion in selected school sys¬ 
tems; and second, the perceptions of superintendents from 
these school systems regarding the content, processes of 
formulation, and implementation of such policies. 
The writer received copies of the full texts of school 
policies and regulations regarding suspension and expulsion. 
This material enabled the researcher to examine in de¬ 
tail the regulations and policies used in the systems. The 
varying definitions for suspension and expulsion as utilized 
in the various systems include: involuntary exclusion, re¬ 
moval of students, temporary removal, denial of school atten¬ 
dance, unlimited expulsion and permanently withdrawn. (See 
Appendix D). 
Some systems have several categories of suspensions de¬ 
pending on the nature or seriousness of the offense. These 
categories are: In-school Suspension, Short-term Suspension, 
Long-term Suspension, Emergency Suspension and Proposed Sus¬ 
pension. (See Appendix D). 
For this study, Miami, Florida will be referred to as 
Dade County, and Wilmington, Delaware will be referred to as 
New Castle County because these systems are organized on 
countywide bases. 
Suspension and Expulsion 
Questionnaire 
The data from the "Suspension and Expulsion Question¬ 
naire" on Suspension and Expulsion are presented in Table 1 
through 9. These data contain the systems' responses to 
Items 1 through 26 which are organized in tabular form. The 
Perceptions, Items 27 through 31» represent the superinten¬ 
dents' responses. 
Selected Groups Participating in Planning 
and Implementation of Formal Policies 
on Suspension and Expulsion 
Table 1 shows the participation of selected groups in 
the planning and implementation of formal policies on suspen¬ 
sion and expulsion. 
Suspension 
In the planning of suspension policies data show that 
in: 
-Ten (10) systems teachers and Board Members 
participated. 
-Nine (9) systems students and parents participated. 
-Seven (7) systems community (not parents) participated. 
-Eleven (11) systems school administrators participated. 
In the implementation of suspension policies data show 
that in: 
-Four (4) systems parents and students participated. 
-Eleven (ll) systems school administrators participated. 
-Eight (8) systems teachers and Board Members partici¬ 
pated. 
-Three (3) systems community (not parents) participated. 
In East Chicago, board members participated only in the 
implementation of suspension policies. Data indicate that se¬ 
lected groups were active participants in the planning and 
TABLE 1 
SELECTED GROUPS PARTICIPATING IN PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATIONS 
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Atlanta X X X X X X iC X X X X X X X X X“ ~7T "X  X—X* 
Baltimore City X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Berkeley X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Dade County X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
East Chicago X X X X X 
Evanston X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Gary X X X X X X X X X X X 
Los Angeles X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
New Castle County X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
New Orleans X X X X X X X X 
St. Louis X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Ail Systems 
Total 9 11 10 9 10 7 4 II 8 4 8 3 9 10 8 0 9 6 3 9 6 0 6 1 
x - Represents participants in the planning and implementation of formal policies 
on suspension and expulsion. 
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implementation of suspension policies. Of the selected groups 
in the planning and implementation of suspension policies, it 
appears that universally the ^chool administrators were the 
most common participants in decision-making. 
Expulsion 
In the planning of expulsion policies data show that in: 
-Nine (9) systems parents and Board Members participated 
-Ten (10) systems school administrators participated. 
-Eight (8) systems teachers participated. 
-Six (6) systems community (not parents) participated. 
In the implementation of expulsion policies data show 
that in: 
-Three (3) systems parents participated. 
-Nine (9) systems school administrators participated. 
-Six (6) systems teachers and Board Members participated 
-One (1) system community (not parent) participated. 
The data show that universally, students were not in¬ 
volved in the planning or implementation of expulsion policies 
Atlanta was the only system which indicated community partici¬ 
pation in the implementation of expulsion policies. 
New Orleans did not list any of the selected groups par¬ 
ticipating in the planning or implementation of expulsion 
policies. 
Date of Adoption and/or Revision 
of Administrative Regulations on 
Suspension and Expulsion 
Table 2 shows the date of adoption and/or revision of 
administrative regulations relating to suspension and expul¬ 
sion in the eleven (ll) selected school systems. 
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Suspension 
Administrative Regulations of suspension policies were 
adopted during the period o^ 1971 - 1978 by eight (8) systems: 
Baltimore City, Berkeley, Dade County, New Orleans, East 
Chicago, Gary, Los Angeles, and Saint Louis. Data indicate 
that two (2) systems, New Castle County, and Atlanta, reported 
no dates for the revision and adoption of suspension policies. 
Nine (9) systems have administrative regulations on suspension 
policies which were either adopted or revised between 1971 
through 1979. 
Expulsion 
Administrative Regulations of expulsion policies were 
adopted during the period 1972 - 1978, by five systems: 
Baltimore City, East Chicago, Gary, Los Angeles, and Dade 
County. Seven (7) systems have administrative regulations 
on expulsion policies which were either adopted or revised 
between 1972 through 1979- Atlanta and New Castle County 
reported no dates for the revision or adoption of expulsion 
policies. 
Comment 
The regulations were revised during the period of 
1978 - 1979 by two (2) systems: Evanston and Saint Louis. 
Data show that one (1) system (New Castle County) reported 
no information on administrative regulations. 
46 
TABLE 2 
DATE OF ADOPTION AND/OR REVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
REGULATIONS ON SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION 
A - Adopted 








Atlanta A _ ? A - ? 
Baltimore City A - 1977 A - 1977 
Berkeley A - 1975 
Dade County A - 1978 A - 1978 
East Chicago A - 1972 A - 1972 
Evanston R - 1978-79 R - 1978-79 
Gary A - 1978 A - 1978 
Los Angeles A - 1978 A - 1978 
New Castle County A _ ? A - ? 
New Orleans R - 1975 
A - 1973 
Saint Louis R - 1975 R - 1978 
1976 
1978 
A - 1971 
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Participants in the Review of Suspension 
and Expulsion Policies 
Table 3 shows the participation in the selected school 
of groups in the review of suspension and expulsion policies. 
Data show that in ten (10) systems superintendents and 
administrators participated in the review of suspension poli¬ 
cies. In eight (8) systems, the school Board also partici¬ 
pated; in four (4) systems, a review panel participated; six 
(6) systems have community participation; seven (7) systems 
have parent participation and five (5) systems have others 
participating in the review of suspension policies. 
In eight (8) systems the superintendents participated in 
the review of expulsion policies. In nine (9) systems the ad¬ 
ministrators participated; in seven (7) systems, school Boards 
participated; in two (2) systems, a review panel participated; 
in four (4) systems, the community participated; in six (6) 
systems, the parents participated; and, in three (3) systems, 
Others participated in the review of expulsion policies. 
The category "Other" represents teachers, students, 
counselors, and attorneys. The superintendent, administrator 
and school Boards are the most common participants in the re¬ 
view of suspension and expulsion policies. 
New Orleans did not report any group participation on ex¬ 
pulsion policies. East Chicago reported the administrator as 
sole participant of the review of expulsion policies. 
TABLE 3 
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Formal Policies and Alternative Policies 
to Suspension and Expulsion 
The data on formal policies and alternative policies 
to suspension and expulsion policies for the eleven (11) sys¬ 
tems are presented in Table 4. 
Suspension 
All of the selected systems have formal policies on sus¬ 
pension. Two (2) systems reported that they had alternative 
policies, and two (2) systems indicated that they did not 
have alternative policies on suspension. The remaining sys¬ 
tems did not state whether or not alternative policies exist 
in their systems. 
Expulsion 
Data show that eight (8) systems have formal policies 
on expulsion. Two (2) systems reported that they had no poli¬ 
cies on expulsion, and four (4) systems reported that they 
did not have any alternative policies. The remaining systems 
did not indicate whether or not alternative policies existed 
in their systems. Berkeley did not report any data on expul¬ 
sions . 
Frequency of the Review of Policies 
on Suspension and Expulsion 
Table 5 shows the frequency of the review of policies 
on suspension and expulsion. 
On suspension, seven (7) systems reviewed their policies 
annually. One (l) system reviewed its policy semi-annually. 




FORMAL POLICIES AND ALTERNATIVE POLICIES 













Atlanta X X X 
Baltimore City X X 
Berkeley X 
Dade County X X X 
East Chicago X X X 
Evanston X X X X 
Gary X X 
Los Angeles X X 
New Castle County X X X 
New Orleans X X X 
Saint Louis X X X 
All Systems 
Total 11 0 2 2 8 2 0 4 
x - Represents participating systems who have 
identified whether or not they have alternatives 
to suspension and expulsion policies. 
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TABLE 5 
FREQUENCY OF THE REVIEW OF POLICIES 
ON SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION 
Suspension Expulsion 
Semi- 
Systems Annual Annual Other 
Semi- 
Annual Annual Other 
Atlanta X X 
Baltimore City X X 
Berkeley X X 
East Chicago X X 
Evanston X X 
Gary X X 
Los Angeles X X X X 
Dade County X X 
New Orleans X 
Saint Louis X X 
New Castle County X X 
All Systems 
Total 7 1 4 7 1 3 
x - Represents participants in the frequency of re¬ 
view of policies on suspension and expulsion. 
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On expulsion, seven (7) systems reviewed their policies 
annually. One (l) system reviewed its policies semi-annually. 
Three (3) systems reviewed its policies as needed. One (l) 
system (New Orleans) did not report any data on expulsion 
frequency. 
It appears that seven (7) systems favored reviewing 
their policies on suspension and expulsion annually. One sys¬ 
tem (Los Angeles) reviewed its policy both annually and semi¬ 
annually. 
Format Used to Transfer Information 
Relating to Suspension and Expulsion 
to Superintendents 
Table 6 shows the transfer of information on suspension 
to superintendents. The majority of the systems favored the 
written format for dispatching information to their superin¬ 
tendents. In most of the selected systems the principal is 
the chief actor who relates Information to the superintendents. 
It appears that the verbal and statistical methods of 
reporting to the superintendents were less often used in 
transferring information in the selected school systems. 
Frequency of Reported Acts of Suspension 
and Expulsion to Superintendents 
Table 7 shows data on frequency of reported acts of sus¬ 
pension and expulsion to superintendents. One (1) system re¬ 
ported no incidents of suspension and expulsion within the 
past two years. Five (5) systems reported daily on suspen¬ 
sions. Four (4) systems reported daily on expulsion. One (l) 
TABLE 6 
FORMAT USED TO TRANSFER INFORMATION RELATING TO 




Who Relates Expulsion 
Information Written Verbal Other 
Who Relates 
Information 
Atlanta X Principal X Principal 












Berkeley X X 
Dade County X Area Supt. X Hearing Of. 
East Chicago X Principal 
Deans 
X Principal 
Evanston X Suspending 
Officer 
X Principal 
Gary X X Admin. 
Los Angeles X School Principals 
Assist.Principals 




New Castle County x School Principal Sch. Prin. 
New Orleans X Principal 





Total 11 1 9 1 




FREQUENCY WITH WHICH SYSTEMS REPORT ACTS 
OF SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION TO 
SUPERINTENDENT 
Suspension 
Systems Monthly Weekly Daily 
Expulsion 
Monthly Weekly Daily 
Atlanta X X 
Baltimore City X X 
Berkeley NO SUSPENSIONS OR EXPULSIONS FOR THE LAST 
TWO YEARS 
Dade County x 
East Chicago X X X 
Evanston X X 
Gary X X 
Los Angeles X XX X X X 





Saint Louis X X 
All Systems Total 7 15 5 1 4 
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system reported weekly on both suspension and expulsion. 
Seven (7) systems reported monthly on suspension and five (5) 
systems reported incidents monthly on expulsions. One (1) sys- 
* 
tern reported monthly, weekly, and daily on both suspension and 
expulsion to the superintendent. 
It appears that the most common frequency of reporting 
suspension and expulsion acts to the superintendents is month¬ 
ly. The least frequent is weekly. 
Percentage of Total Number of 
Students Suspended 
Data indicate in Table 8 that in the eleven (11) se¬ 
lected systems, only eight (8) systems reported data on sus¬ 
pended students. 
Of the systems reporting the percentage of students sus¬ 
pended, Atlanta's figures show that suspension rates reached 
a high of y/o during the 1974-1975 year. Data further show 
that the suspension rate consistently declined to 2 .y/o for the 
1976-1977 year. Student enrollment progressively decreased 
for the reported five years. 
Baltimore City and Berkeley reported no data on students 
suspended. In both systems data show a decrease in student 
enrollment for the period 1972 - 1977• 
East Chicago reported no suspension data for the years 
1972-1973 - 1975-1976. For the 1976-1977 year the percentage 
rate of suspended students was 13. j/- The student enrollment 
for the 1972 - 1977 years decreased consistently. 
Evanston's figures show that the percentage of students 
TABLE 8 
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SUSPENDED 











































































































Systems 1972-1973 * 1973-1974 1974-1975 fo 1975-1976 Æ 1976-1977 % 
New Castle County 
Suspended * * * 
Enrolled * •* * * 
New Orleans 
Suspended 11,549 11 11,271 11 10,441 10.9 8,717 9.3 9,000 9.6 
Enrolled 104,039 99,543 95,719 94,088 93,364 
Saint Louis 
Suspended •H- 1,590 1.6 619 0.7 1,930 2.2 1,754 2.1 
Enrolled 105,617 98,850 93,320 87,610 81,748 
^Represents no data for that system. 
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suspended increased steadily from 14.2$ in 1972-1973 "to a 
peak of 27.6$ in 1974-1975- Data show that the rate de¬ 
creased to 23.1$ for the 1975-1976 year. Evanston reported 
no data on suspension for the 1976-1977 year. Student en¬ 
rollment for the 1972 - 1977 years steadily decreased. 
Gary reported no suspension data for the years 1972- 
1973 - 1974-1975 years. In 1975-1976 - 1976-1977 the per¬ 
centage of students suspended increased from 0.067$ to 0.26$. 
Student enrollment decreased steadily from 1972 - 1977- 
Los Angeles figures show the percentage of students 
suspended fluctuated significantly. During the 1972-1973 
year the ratio was reported at 5-5$- The ratio for 1973- 
1974 was reported at 6.6$. The ratios remained constant for 
1974-1975 and 1975-1976 years at 6.8$. In the 1976-1977 year 
the suspension rate increased greatly to 8.1$. Student en¬ 
rollment for this system decreased during the 1972-1973 - 
1976-1977 years. 
New Castle County reported no data on students suspend¬ 
ed or enrolled in its system. 
New Orleans figures show that suspension rates de¬ 
creased from 11$ during the 1972-1973 and I973-I974 years to 
10.9$ and in the 1974-1975 year. The 1975-1976 and 1976-1977 
years were 9-3$ and 9-6$ respectively. Student enrollment 
decreased constantly for the five reported years. 
Saint Louis reported no data on students suspended for 
the 1972-1973 year. In 1973-197^ the ratio was reported at 
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1.6$. The rate of students suspended decreased in 1974-1975 
to 0.7$ and rose to 2.2% for 1975-1975 and 2.1% for 1976-1977. 
The number of students enrolled decreased from 105,617 in 1972- 
1973 to 81,748 in 1976-1977. 
Percentage of Total Number of 
Students Expelled 
Table 9 shows that of the eleven (11) selected systems 
only four (4) systems reported data on expelled students. 
Atlanta, Baltimore City, and Berkeley reported no expul¬ 
sion data for the 1972 - 1977 years. The student enrollment 
decreased in these three systems for the reported years. 
Dade County reported that expulsion rates decreased from 
0.06$ in 1972-1973 to 0.00156 in 1976-1977- Student enrollment 
fluctuated reaching a peak in the 1974-1975 year of 246,739, 
then decreasing to 240,248 during the 1976-1977 year. No 
data on expulsion was reported for the 1974-1975 and 1975- 
1976 years. 
East Chicago reported no expulsion data for the 1972- 
1973 year. The expulsion rate fluctuated for the remaining 
years reaching a peak of 0.7$ in 1974-1975 and declining to 
0.4$ for the 1976-1977 year. Student enrollment decreased 
from 9,410 in 1972-1973 to 8,529 in 1976-1977- 
Evanston reported no expulsion data for the five year 
period. Student enrollment decreased from 4,955 in the 1972- 
1973 year to 4,604 in 1975-1976. Evanston reported no data 
for expulsion or enrollment for the 1976-1977 year. 
Gary reported no data for the 1972-1973 to 1974-1975 
TABLE 9 
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS EXPELLED 














































































































Systems 1972-1973 fl 1973-1974 fl 
New Castle County 
Expelled * * 
Enrolled  
New Orleans 
Expelled * * 
Enrolled 104,039 99,543 
Saint Louis 
Expelled * * 
Enrolled 105,617 98,850 
1974-1975 fl 1975-1976 fl 1976-1977 
•* * 
* * * 
* * * 
95,719 94,088 93,364 
* * 
93,320 87,610 81,748 
^Represents no data for that system. 
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years. The percentage of students expelled increased from 
0.3% in 1975-1976 to 0.5% in 1976-1977. Student enrollment 
for the reported years decreased. 
For Los Angeles expulsion rates fluctuated for the five 
reported years. For the 1972-1973 year the expulsion rate was 
.02%; for 1973-1974 0.04%. The 1975-1976 ratio decreased to 
.03% and in 1976-1977 increased to 0.04%. Student enrollment 
declined from 615,673 in 1972-1973 to 592,931 in 1976-1977. 
New Castle County reported no data for expelled or enrolled 
students from 1972-1977. 
New Orleans reported no data for expelled students for the 
five reported years. The student enrollment decreased from 
104,039 in 1972-1973 to 93,364 in 1976-1977. 
Saint Louis reported no data for expelled students for the 
reported five years. Student enrollment decreased steadily from 
105,617 in 1972-1973 to 81,748 in 1976-1977. 
Data in Table 9 indicate that of the five (5) systems pro¬ 
viding information on expulsion in the last two years Berkeley 
with none was the lowest, followed by Dade County, Los Angeles, 
and East Chicago. Gary reported the highest number of expul¬ 
sion for the last two-year periods. 
Superintendents' Responses to Perceptions 
Five question included in the questionnaire elicited in¬ 
formation from each superintendent on his/her perception of 
policies on suspension and expulsion. 
Question #27 If different groups participate in the 
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formulation of policies, which group do 
you feel has had an effect on the rate 
of incidents of violence or vandalism in 
the system. Why do you feel this way? 
Superintendents' responses included: 
- New school district -- can't be determined. 
- It is a process in which people must work together. 
- Administration as opposed to school board because 
they must research and recommend. 
- All of the participating groups impact the incidents. 
- Parents. 
- Principals. 
- School personnel, pupils, parents and community. 
- Four (4) superintendents did not respond to this 
question. 
In further response to the question, "Why do you feel 
this way?" Superintendents submitted firm statements: 
- Cooperative efforts of selected groups (school per¬ 
sonnel, pupils, parents, and community) tend to reduce 
such incidents. 
- The principal who runs a well disciplined, democratic 
type school has less violence and vandalism because 
he has more cooperation from the faculty, student, 
parent and community. 
- Positive discipline begins at home. The role of the 
home/parents becomes significant at an early age. 
- No one group functions in isolation from the other 
groups. The variables are interrelated. 
- Seven (7) superintendents did not respond to the 
question. 
Comment 
Of the eleven (ll) responding superintendents, five (5) 
did not submit any answer to the question. The remaining 
superintendents responses varied, as to which group had an 
effect on the rate of incidents of violence or vandalism in 
the system. The most common named group participant was the 
administrator. 
When asked "Why do you feel this way?" seven (7) 
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superintendents failed to answer the question. Stated percep¬ 
tions ranged from "Cooperative efforts of selected groups" to 
"The role of the home and parents." One superintendent con¬ 
cluded that "no one group functions in isolation from the 
other groups. The variables are interrelated." 
Question #28 How effectively does your system carry 
out mandates on suspension and expulsion? 
One (l) superintendent did not respond to this question. 
The remaining superintendents’perceptions were: 
- 100% 
- Very effectively; we religiously adhere to current 
state law. 
- So far, very effectively. 
- Exceptionally well. 
- The system developed mandates very effectively, and 
provides due process for students. 
- Moderately. 
- 85% effectiveness. 
- Quite effectively. Compliance with suspension and 
expulsion procedures are carefully monitored. 
- Two (2) superintendents responded - very effectively. 
Comment 
The majority of superintendents felt that mandates were 
carried out effectively in their systems. Some superinten¬ 
dents* rationale for this success was: "religiously adhere 
to current state law," to "compliance with suspension and ex¬ 
pulsion procedures are carefully monitored. 
Question #29 In your opinion, what effect have suspen¬ 
sion and expulsion policies had on student 
behavior? 
In response to this question superintendents* perceptions 
were : 
- Very little. 
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- Written policies, regulations have been very effective. 
- Students know that certain behaviors will result in 
their being suspended from school. It is difficult 
to determine if this knowledge, by itself, signifi¬ 
cantly influences student behavior. 
- The number of students* suspended has diminished. 
- Improved behavior greatly. Precedent setting, which 
automatically spills over into systemwide improvement. 
- Reduced serious acts of misconduct. 
- These statutes have a very clear due process procedure. 
Students are aware of their rights, but my opinion is 
that behaviors have not changed significantly. 
- There is a minimal amount of students who repeat 
violations. 
- Very difficult to ascertain. 
- New school district — plus teacher strike for past 
3 weeks, and still going on — hence, can*t be 
determined. 
Comment 
The reported data show mixed opinion of superintendents' 
perceptions of student behavior. Responses range from "very 
difficult to ascertain" to "written policies, regulations have 
been very effective." Superintendents perceived that 
". . . behavior has not changed significantly." 
Question #30 Do you agree with the selection of 
persons who have authority to suspend or 
expel a student in your system? Are you 
satisfied with this selection? 
One (l) superintendent did not respond to this question. 
The remaining superintendents perceptions were: 
- Yes - authority is granted in keeping with state code. 
- Eight (8) superintendents answered "Yes". 
- According to policy, "Yes". 
Comment 
The majority of superintendents agree with the selection 
of persons who have authority to suspend or expel a student 
in their system. One (l) superintendent did not respond to the 
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question. 
Question #31 What actions stimulated the need for the 
development of a policy on suspension or 
expulsion? / 
One (1) superintendent did not reply to this question. 
Other superintendents* perceptions are as follows: 
- Increased incidents and disagreements between school 
and community as to punishment. 
- The need to clarify rules and expectations for 
students. 
- Any well-administered school system should have a 
policy on suspensions -- and this is what the New 
Castle County School District did. 
- No actions - recognition of sound administrative 
practices. 
- State Law. 
- The Schools have had policies for over 40 years; the 
1972 action of the Indiana legislature mandated a 
specific procedure which we follow. 
- State legislature, court decision and the districts' 
recognition of pupils' and parent' rights. The Los 
Angeles Unified School District is committed to a 
policy of prescribing and enforcing standards of 
pupil conduct in its schools which are consistent 
with constitutional safeguards and with rules pre¬ 
scribed by the state legislature. 
- Reorganization by the present superintendent. 
- Discipline was identified by parents, teachers, ad¬ 
ministrators as a serious problem. 
- Requests from faculty, community, parents and 
students for a clear policy. 
- Legal implications (e.g. Goss v. Lopez) school board 
policy requires that each year parents and students 
must be informed of Baltimore City's suspension 
policy. 
Comment 
The composite of the responding superintendents felt that 
requests from faculty, community and students for a clear 
policy, legal implications, state legislature, and court 
decisions stimulated the need to develop a policy on suspen¬ 




FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
Throughout the late 60's continuous confrontations and 
chaos existed in Ocean Hill-Brownsville. This confrontation 
was generated by lack of school systems' concern for student 
rights, due process and access to educational facilities. 
These actions occurred during a period of time in this coun¬ 
try, when suspension and expulsion were utilized as a means 
of avoiding the disciplinary problem rather than eliminating 
it. The events in Ocean Hill-Brownsville awakened the re¬ 
searcher's interest in investigating the superintendents’ 
perceptions regarding formal policies. 
Vandalism and violence by students should be recognized 
as reflections of the serious problems related to social and 
economic injustices which permeate the school environment. 
Disciplinary action, i.e. suspension and expulsion of students 
taken without concern for human rights and dignity, has 
created an strained atmosphere in school systems where there 
is a need for communication, interactions, and rehabilitative 
strategies. As a result, the punishment meted out in the 
form of suspension and expulsion of students for behavior 
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defined as negative, has often served to alienate students 
from the schools. 
Researchers are investigating various aspects of sus- 
pension and expulsion. A recent study by Watson concentrated 
on the following areas: 
-The number and kind of assaults in schools. 
-The extent and nature of criminal incidents. 
-The costs of vandalism. 
-The type and size of security personnel and equipment. 
-The incidence and causes of suspension and expulsion. 
-Alternatives to suspension and expulsions. , 
-Local perceptions of remedies for these problems. 
Data show that many systems have adopted policies in an 
effort to reduce acts of violence, vandalism, which may re¬ 
sult in the suspension or expulsion of students from school. 
These policies do not always appear to have reduced the in¬ 
cidents of students being suspended or expelled. One aspect 
may be the perceptions of the superintendents regarding the 
policies and their implementation. 
Watson's study did not address the matter of the percep¬ 
tion of superintendents in regard to suspension and expulsion 
policies. To examine this factor the researcher used the 
same sample of fifteen systems used by Watson. These sys¬ 
tems represented diversity in size, racial composition, 
geographical location and complexity. Systems range in size 
from systems with pupil enrollment of under 10,000 to over 
600,000. Cities from the far West, Midwest, Northeast and 
South are represented in this study. 
"^Watson, p. 9. 
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The present study is concerned with the identification 
of the components of formal policies and with analyzing the 
perceptions of superintendents,, from selected schools regard¬ 
ing the development and implementation of those school poli¬ 
cies. 
Findings 
The findings of the study were derived from an analysis 
of the data obtained from respondents in the eleven partici¬ 
pating systems. Findings include seven (7) sections. Adop¬ 
tion of Policies, Planning, Implementation, Review of Poli¬ 
cies, Reporting, Research Questions, and Superintendents' 
Perceptions. 
Adoption of Policies 
The following are findings regarding adoption of poli¬ 
cies : 
1. All systems have formal policies. 
2. Eight (8) systems adopted suspension policies 
between 1971 - 1977- 
3* Three (3) systems revised their suspension poli¬ 
cies between 1975 - 1979* 
4. Five (5) systems adopted expulsion policies be¬ 
tween 1972 - 1978. 
5. Two (2) systems revised their expulsion policies 
in 1978 - 1979- 
Planning 
The following are findings regarding planning of 
policies: 
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1. Ten (10) systems had group participation in the 
planning of suspension and expulsion policies. 
2. One (1) system reported that the sole participants 
in the planning of "both suspension and expulsion 
policies were the school administrators. 
Suspension 
1. Nine (9) systems have parents involved in the 
planning of policies. 
2. All systems have the school administrator in¬ 
volved in the planning of policies. 
3* Ten (10) systems have teachers involved in the 
planning of policies. 
4. Nine (9) systems have students involved in the 
planning of policies. 
5- Ten (10) systems have Board members involved in 
the planning of policies. 
6. Seven (7) systems have community (not parents) 
involved in the planning of policies. 
Expulsion 
1. Nine (9) systems have parents involved in the 
planning of policies. 
2. Ten (10) systems have the school administrators 
involved in the planning of policies. 
3- Eight (8) systems have the teachers involved in 
the planning of policies. 
4. Students did not participate in any of the 
planning of expulsion policies in the eleven 
selected systems. 
5. Nine (9) systems have Board members involved in 
the planning of policies. 
6. Six (6) systems have community (not parents) in¬ 
volved in the planning of policies. 
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Implementation 
The following are findings regarding the implementation 
of policies: 
Suspension 
1. Four (4) systems have parents involved in the im¬ 
plementation of policies. 
2. All of the systems have school administrators 
involved in the implementation of policies. 
3» Eight (8) systems have teachers involved in the 
implementation of policies. 
4. Eight (8) systems have Board members involved in 
the implementation of policies. 
5- Four (4) systems have students involved in the 
implementation of policies. 
6. Three (3) systems have community (not parents) 
involved in the implementation of policies. 
7. The systems, in aggregate, show a 5-3^ rate of 
suspensions as compared with the national 
average of 4.2$ found by the OCR study in 1972- 
1973- The average rose to 6.1$ in 1976-1977. 
Expulsion 
1. Three (3) systems have parents involved in the 
implementation of policies. 
2. Nine (9) systems have school administrators in¬ 
volved in the implementation of policies. 
3. Six (6) systems have teachers involved in the im¬ 
plementation of policies. 
4. Students did not participate in the implementa¬ 
tion of expulsion policies in the eleven selected 
school systems. 
5- Six (6) systems have Board members involved in 
the implementation of policies. 
6. One (l) system has community (not parents) in¬ 
volved in the implementation of policies. 
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Review of Policies 
The following are findings regarding the review of poli¬ 
cies: 
Suspension 
1. Ten (10) systems have superintendents and ad¬ 
ministrators participating in the review of poli¬ 
cies. 
2. Eight (8) systems have school Board involved in 
the review of policies. 
3> Four (4) systems have the review panel involved 
in the review of policies. 
4. Six (6) systems have community involved in the 
review of policies. 
5. Seven (7) systems have parents involved in the 
review of policies. 
6. Five (5) systems have others involved in the re¬ 
view of policies. (Others are teachers, students, 
counselors, and attorneys). 
Expulsion 
1. Eight (8) systems have superintendents involved 
in the review of policies. 
2. Nine (9) systems have administrators involved 
in the review of policies. 
3. Seven (7) systems have school Board involved in 
the review of policies. 
4. Two (2) systems have a review panel involved in 
the review of policies. 
5. Four (4) systems have community involved in the 
review of policies. 
6. Six (6) systems have parents involved in the re¬ 
view of policies. 
7. Three (3) systems have others participating in 
the review of policies. (Others are teachers, 
students, counselors, and attorneys) 
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Reporting 
The following are findings regarding the reporting of 
policies: ^ 
Suspension 
1. Eleven (11) systems have written formats for re¬ 
lating information to the superintendents. 
Expulsion 
1. Nine (9) systems have written formats for trans¬ 
ferring information to the superintendents. 
2. Principals were the chief reporters of informa¬ 
tion to superintendents for both suspension 
and expulsion. 
Research Questions 
The research questions which guided this study and the 
resulting findings are as follows: 
Part I 
1. What functional titles are used in each system 
for suspension and expulsion? 
Titles for suspension and expulsion in the 
eleven responding cities were classified in 
several categories, depending on the nature or 
seriousness of the offense. Categories for 
suspension are: In-school suspension, Short¬ 
term suspension, Long-term suspension, Emer¬ 
gency suspension and Proposed suspension. 
Categories for expulsion are: Limited expul¬ 
sion and Unlimited expulsion. (See Appendix 
D for definitions) 
2. Are operational due process procedures included 
in the Boards' formal policies? 
A review of the policies submitted by each of 
the eleven (11) selected systems show that due 
process procedures are included in the Boards' 
formal policies. 
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3* Who are the persons or principal actors in¬ 
volved in the formulation and development of 
those policies? 
Based on data found in Table 1, the principal 
actors in the formulation and planning of 
policies on suspension and expulsion are 
parents, school administrators, teachers, 
Board members and community. These persons 
had significant input in the development of 
both policies. 
Part II 
1. How is information regarding suspension and 
expulsion transmitted from principals to 
superintendents? 
Data gathered in Table 6 show that all infor¬ 
mation on suspension and expulsion were 
transmitted in written form from principals 
to superintendents. In some systems, other 
persons also reported to the superintendent. 
All superintendents receive monthly reports 
from systems. 
2. Have procedures been established to review 
periodically the policies on suspension and 
expulsion? 
According to data shown in Table 5, seven 
(7) superintendents stated that their sys¬ 
tems had established an annual review of 
existing policies on suspension and expul¬ 
sion with one (1) system (Los Angeles) also 
reviewing their policies semi-annually. 
3» How do superintendents determine whether or 
not current policies are working effectively 
in various systems? 
From annual review and reports from others 
in the system, the superintendent can de¬ 
termine how effectively policies are working. 
4. What factors stimulated development of the 
existing policies regarding suspension and 
expulsion in various systems? 
Based on data collected from question number 
31, the factors which stimulated the develop¬ 
ment of policies are: legal implications 
(e.g. Goss v. Lopez), state legislatures, 
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court decisions, and the recognition of 
parent and student and student rights by- 
districts, and pressure from parents and 
community groups. 
5- Were there any alternatives to standard pro¬ 
cedures utilized regarding suspension and ex¬ 
pulsion policies? 
Based on data from Table 3» four (4) sys¬ 
tems have alternatives to both suspension and 
expulsion policies. Four (4) systems have 
alternative policies only to suspension. 
Two (2) systems have alternative policies 
to expulsion. One (l) system does not have 
any alternative policies on either suspension 
or expulsion. 
Superintendents* Perceptions 
1. Superintendents variously perceived that ad¬ 
ministration, principals, school personnel, 
pupils, parents and community, had an effect 
on the rate of incidents of violence and van¬ 
dalism in systems. 
2. Ten (10) superintendents in the selected sys¬ 
tems stated that mandates were carried out 
effectively in their system. 
3. The opinions of the superintendents were 
mixed as to the effectiveness of suspension 
and expulsion policies within their systems. 
4. Ten (10) of the superintendents stated that 
they agreed with the selection of staff who 
has authority to suspend or expel a student 
in their systems. 
5. Nine (9) superintendents variously felt that 
requests from faculty, community, parents and 
students for a clear policy, legal implica¬ 
tions, the state legislature, and court deci¬ 
sions stimulated the need to develop a policy 
on suspension and expulsion. 
Conclusions 
The conclusions from this study examine whether or 
not the content, who was involved in the formulation and 
implementation of policies, and perceptions of superinten¬ 
dents had any effect on the rate of suspensions and expul¬ 
sions. Conclusions arrived at are dealt with as answers 
to a series of questions. 
1. Is there any relationship between administrative 
regulations on suspension and expulsion and the 
rate of students suspended or expelled? 
Figures in Table 8 show that the trend of sus¬ 
pended students is not reported as being con¬ 
sistently upward, nor have all systems experi¬ 
enced any decrease in suspensions. Systems such 
as: Atlanta, Dade County, Gary, and Saint Louis 
show an increase in the rate of suspensions. 
Although alternative regulations exist in these 
systems, there appears to be no evidence to show 
that there was any relationship between adminis¬ 
trative regulations and the rate of students 
being suspended. 
2. Did the superintendents'influence on mandates 
effect the rate of suspensions? 
Data collected in the perception section of the 
questionnaire show no evidence that would validate 
or discredit the assumption of whether or not 
superintendents'influences had any relationship 
to the rise or decline of suspension rates. Data 
show that superintendents perceived that mandates 
were very effective in their systems. Possible 
causes for their perceptions of effectiveness 
might be systems* observance of current state 
laws, due process for students, and careful 
monitoring of suspension and expulsion policies. 
Results of these actions by systems may be re¬ 
flected in declines in suspension rates, but such 
declines are not evident in all systems. 
Watson's study did not investigate the superinten¬ 
dents* influence on mandates and their effect on 
the rate of suspensions. He did not in his 
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study that: 
School districts® policies on suspensions and 
e q-l isions h ive an impact on the number, 
navi;re, and duration of suspension and expul¬ 
sion. Miami,-^Florida is an excellent example 
of the relationship between school policies 
and suspensions. In the 15 school systems 
studied one-third to one-fourth of all suspen¬ 
sions fall into categories where teachers* 
judgments are the determining factors. These 
data support similar findings in the Children 
Defense Fund Report. 
3» Has student behavior improved as an effect of 
uniform policies? 
There is little evidence to support the notion 
that there has been a significant reïntior s;hi 
between student behavior art the polled u . A 
analysis of the superintendents * per cep r on 
data show that the opinions of superintendents 
were mixed. Some superintendents felt that 
the policies were effective, while others 
felt that student behavior had not changed 
significantly. Systems such as: Atlanta, 
Dade County, Gary, Los Angeles, and New 
Orleans were of the opinion that: * The 
number of student suspensions had diminished. 
While systems such as: Baltimore City, Bast 
Chicago and Evanston concluded that: ®. . . it 
is difficult to determine if this knowledge 
by itself,,3”gallican fly influences student 
behavior. * 
Watson concluded th t 
The most fr u ue.:+ reasons for suspension are 
fighting amoi g si dents, truancy and * gross- 
mi she ha vi or.r A large percentage of suspen¬ 
sions (about t4 to V3 in most cities) fall in¬ 
to categories where teacher Judgment is the 
^Watson, p. 39* 
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primary determinant of suspension. 
4. Is there a relationship "between the legal impli¬ 
cations, state laws, and court decisions and the 
rate of suspensions? 
Data from this study did not support the assump¬ 
tion that legal implications, state laws and 
court decisions had any direct affect on the rate 
of suspensions. However# some superintendents 
perceived that the presence of these factors has 
resulted in a decline in suspensions. One reason 
might he the recognition of parent and student 
rights. Indirectly, these actions may in some 
instances affect suspension rates. 
Watson's study did not investigate legal implica¬ 
tions, court decisions, or state laws or its 
affect on suspension rates. HoweVer, he noted 
that: 
... by 1974 - 1975 there were no expulsions 
from the Dade County Schools. This dramatic 
decrease is directly attributable to consistent 
implementation of board of education policies 
which emphasize due process on the one hand 
and a wide variety of alternatives to suspen¬ 
sion and expulsion on the other. 
5. Is there any relationship between the superinten¬ 
dents' perception of policies and suspension and 
expulsion rates? 
The analysis of data show no evidence that there 
is a relationship between the superintendents' 
perception of policies and suspension and expul¬ 
sion rates. However, the data suggest that the 
superintendents were active in the review of sus¬ 
pension and expulsion policies, were recipients 
of reports and data on suspension and expulsion, 
and did function as the chief decision-makers in 
systems. 
6. Is there a relationship between the superintendents' 
interpretation of policies and the methods school 
personnel utilize to implement policies? 
Batson, p. 23. 
2Ibid., p. 35- 
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There is no reported data in this study to 
support or discredit the notion of whether the 
superintendents* interpretations of policies in¬ 
fluence the methods employed hy school personnel 
in implementing policies. 
Implications 
Systems acknowledge that the simple exclusion of 
students from the school setting, whether temporary or 
permanent, often provide the seed for further problems. 
Attempts are being made by most systems to incorporate due 
process and protection of human dignity into their policies 
and procedures. Many systems have gone beyond that basic 
protection to look at alternative and better solutions. 
What remains as enigma is that despite such provisions 
for alternatives, some systems seem more effective at trim¬ 
ming their rates of exclusion than others. Does the present 
study clarify why this is so? Unfortunately, it arrives 
at no clear answer. The information compiled for this 
study is limited to a description of the present status of 
the phenomenon; it makes no attempt to identify causes and 
effects. By implication, the study suggests the need for 
further investigations to determine the most effective al¬ 
ternative measures for the reduction of incidences of sus¬ 
pension and expulsion . 
The majority of the systems show evidence that ad¬ 
ministrators extend beyond their staffs to petition the 
input of concerned citizens on the formulation of policies. 
Parents, the public, the teachers, members of the Board 
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and even, in one or two cases, the students have been in¬ 
volved. There is no supportive evidence, however, to indi¬ 
cate that this arrangement fares any better or worse than 
. x. 
systems with only administrative input in terms of the num¬ 
bers excluded from the schools. One might surmise that the 
participative stance in decision-making is not so critical 
as is the need for clarity and perceived fairness in a de¬ 
termination of the result. 
Of the two systems responding that they involve only 
administrators and Board members in the implementation of 
policies, suspension and exclusion levels remain relatively 
high. The evidence is admittedly slim, but conditions seem 
to be more favorable in terms of reducing suspensions and 
expulsions in systems which involve teachers, parents, and 
others. 
On the adoption of policies it would appear that the 
violence and vandalism have injected enough urgency to the 
situation that revisions of suspension and expulsion poli¬ 
cies have occurred in several systems during the five-year 
span for some systems. 
On the matter of review of policies, there appears to 
be no correlation between makeup of the review panels and 
the level of suspension and expulsions. 
On the matter of overall suspensions the nationwide 
average on suspension reported by the OCR study in 1972- 
1973 was 4.2$ while my sample of respondents shows 5*3^* 
Total of suspensions reported by the responding sample was 
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56,756 in a total student population of 1,062,965. An 
averaging of suspension in 1976-1977 from corresponding 
systems shows that the overall rate of suspension had in¬ 
creased from 5*3$ to 6.1%. Çhe total of suspensions for that 
year rose to 69,307 in a total student population of 1,137.313. 
It must he noted that there was, in fact, a decrease 
in the number of students in each of the systems reporting. 
The apparent discrepancy in the overall figures is due to 
the fact that three of the systems reported no data on sus¬ 
pensions in the first of those years and one reported no 
data in the second of those years. One could conclude that 
the urban districts of the sample have not appreciably de¬ 
creased the number of suspensions by the application of al¬ 
ternative measures: indeed, for all the effort some systems 
are making to move to alternatives, the overall rate was 
still rising during the 5 year span. 
The evidence points to the possibility either that per¬ 
sonnel implementing suspensions are becoming more critical 
in their judgments about when suspension should take place or 
that the provisions in the policies have not yet had the de¬ 
sired effect on students' proneness to commit acts which call 
for this sanction. 
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Re c ommendations 
The findings, conclusions and implications of this 
study warrant the enumeration of the following recommenda- 
tions: 
1. Superintendents should consider carefully the 
following factors: 
a. Interpretations of policies regarding suspen¬ 
sion and expulsions should be written in 
cogent language in support of efforts to 
eliminate administrative loopholes in formal 
policies. 
b. Suspension and expulsion policies should be 
reviewed periodically, at least annually. 
2. Superintendents® perceptions should dictate action 
taken by the staff in searching for causative 
factors regarding suspension and expulsion. 
3. Superintendents should promote the establishment 
of rehabilitative programs as alternatives to sus¬ 
pension and expulsion. 
4. Superintendents should encourage systems to keep 
an accurate account of suspended or expelled 
students. 
5* Superintendents should continue to encourage 
parental and community participation in the 
formulation and implementation of suspension and 
expulsion policies. 
6. Superintendents in an effort to reduce the rate 
of suspensions and expulsions should continue to: 
a. re-examine, revise and develop new methods of 
administering suspension and expulsion poli¬ 
cies and regulations. 
b. implement alternative programs. 
c. monitor existing policies carefully in order 
to assure uniform enforcement of these poli¬ 
cies throughout the system. 
7. Systems should continue to involve community, 
parents, students, teachers, and Board members 
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in the review of policies in an effort to reduce 
the rate of suspensions. 
Summary 
Given the acceptance ahid adoption of the findings in 
this study, the following actions should ensue in relation¬ 
ship to improving and/or restructuring behaviors related to 
implementing suspension and expulsion policies. Superinten¬ 
dents will make periodic evaluations. Presentations of 
their revisions regarding suspension and expulsion policies 
will be stated in cogent language in support of efforts to 
eliminate administrative loopholes in formal policies. 
The superintendents' perceptions will dictate the ac¬ 
tions taken by the staff in searching for causative factors 
which have given rise to the establishment of punitive mea¬ 
sures - suspension and expulsion. The perceptions will, in 
fact, promote the establishment of rehabilitative programs 
as alternatives to suspension and expulsion, leaving the 
use of such harsh measures for only those incidents which in¬ 




Oversight Hearing of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
OVERSIGHT HEARING OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY^PREVENTION ACT 
Rationale for Study 
Because of the concerns expressed by educators, parents, 
students and others, public officials, Including the U.S. 
Congress, have taken an increasing interest in the problem 
of violence and vandalism in the schools of the country. Re¬ 
search studies have been commissioned, testimony solicited, 
hearings convened and data analyzed by commissions, committees 
and individuals. One can reasonably assume that this flurry 
of activity, particularly by public officials, is designed to 
lead to the development of public policy designed to mitigate 
what most will agree is a major and growing problem. 
If the development of public policy is a goal, however, 
most citizens would hope the result would be an informed and 
rational public policy. To act on an emotional basis, to re¬ 
act to crisis in a climate of hysteria could, and probably 
would, result in actions which might very well exacerbate 
rather than mitigate the problem. We therefore concluded 
that some effort needs to be made to get behind the conflict¬ 
ing explanations, differential analyses of disparate data 
bases and to systematically look, not a macro data, but at 
micro data. In other words, looking at the situation in 
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specific school systems in different cities across the country 
to see if there were discernible differences between and among 
the systems and schools seemed to offer an opportunity to pro¬ 
vide additional information about a serious problem. 
Methodology 
It was decided very early in this effort to employ a 
somewhat different approach. It was clearly necessary to 
gather statistical data on the incidence, nature and severity 
of violence, vandalism and disruptive activity. This was ac¬ 
complished through a survey instrument, a copy of which is in¬ 
cluded in the appendix. In gathering these data, however, an 
attempt was made to ask the questions in a way which would be 
understandable and acceptable to educational personnel in the 
school districts. The questionnaire gave school personnel 
the opportunity to define their terms, to report their data, 
and, in addition, to explain what was meant by their figures. 
We were guided in this approach by some years of experience 
in school systems and also by conversations with superinten¬ 
dents, school district research personnel, teachers and 
students. During these conversations, the complaint was often 
expressed that many research studies on violence and vandalism 
did not deal with the reality behind the data. 
Recognizing that survey data was not only insufficient, 
but might also be misleading and incomplete, the decision was 
made to visit the different cities and school systems, to in¬ 
terview and enter into a continuing dialogue with 
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superintendents, central office personnel, security personnel, 
teachers and counselors, principals and others who are in¬ 
volved with the problem on a daily basis. In order to provide 
additional information, visits to schools, alternative programs, 
special centers, special schools and other sites for educa¬ 
tional programs were made in each city visited. In addition 
to these visits, we reviewed a variety of documents published 
or maintained by the local school districts, individual 
schools, counselors, directors, advisory groups of parents, 
citizens and reports by various non-school agencies. 
In selecting the cities and school systems, we were in¬ 
fluenced by the need to have access to accurate data, by the 
willingness of certain school superintendents to participate 
in the study, by the need to select systems which represented 
diversity in size, racial composition, geographical location 
and complexity. We were also limited by time, and financial 
resources. The result has been a limited study of fifteen 
school systems which provides important information about the 
differences and similarities between these systems and others, 
all of which experience to one degree or another the problems 
and complexities of school violence and vandalism, student 
suspensions and expulsions and the need to deal with these 
problems and complexities on a daily basis. 
Recognizing our inability to deal with every element of 
the problem, we chose to concentrate on the following areas: 
The number and kind of assaults in schools. 
The extent and nature of criminal incidents. 
The costs of vandalism. 
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The type and size of security personnel and equipment. 
The incidence and causes of suspensions and expulsions. 
Alternatives to suspensions and expulsions. 




ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30314 
DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
I am a Rockefeller Fellow enrolled in the Doctoral Program 
in Educational Administration at Atlanta University, Atlanta, 
Georgia. 
My dissertation topic is: "Policies on Suspension and 
Expulsion in Selected School Districts and Superintendents' 
Perceptions of Implementing Them". 
The purposes of the research are two-fold: (1) to identify 
the components of formal policies governing suspension and 
expulsion in selected school systems; (2) to analyze selected 
superintendents1 perceptions of the implications of school 
policies. 
Members of my doctoral committee have suggested that you 
would be a valuable resourse for my study. The questionnaire 
is designed in a manner that the first section may be answered 
by persons responsible for the data. However, it is important 
to the study that the last section labeled "Perception" requires 
a response from you, the superintendent. 










ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30314 
DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
I am a doctoral student in Educational Administration at 
Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia. For my dissertation 
I am studying "Policies on Suspension and Expulsion in Selected 
School Districts and Superintendents’ Perceptions of Implementing 
Them". 
I wish to express my deep appreciation for your response 
to my questionnaire entitled "Suspension and Expulsion." 
However, in order to best represent your system in the study, 
I need a copy of any formal policy or regulation relating to 
suspension and expulsion existing in your system. 
I am aware that the demands on your time are pressing, and 
that, any such requests adds to the volume of matter awaiting 
your attention. However, I firmly believe that your response, 
together with the response from other systems will provide a 
meaningful input for my study. 
With most sincere appreciation for your help in the past 









ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30314 
DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
We recognize that our instrument came at an inappropriate 
time. However, my study entitled "Policies on Suspension and 
Expulsion in Selected School Districts and Superintendents' 
Perceptions of Implementing Them", is of great importance, and 
your input is highly significant to its success. We do have a 
cut off date which is near. All instruments must be returned 
by February 1, 1979, in order that they might appear in the 
study. 
We hope that you will take time out to complete the 
instrument and return it. 









ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30314 
DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Dear 
An acknowledgement of "thanks" and sincere gratitude to 
you and your system for participating in my research study 
entitled "Policies on Suspension and Expulsion in Selected 
School Districts and Superintendents Perceptions of Implementing 
Them". 
Your co-operation and the co-operation of your system in 
assisting in this research study will be beneficial to future 
superintendents and administrators. 










Suspension and Expulsion 
Questionnaire 
This survey is being used to collect information regarding policies on suspension and expulsion. 
Any information you provide will be considered confidential. Any reports or analyses will be made 
in such a manner that no school system will be individually identified. 
Abstracts will be available. Thank you for your co-operation. 
Background Data 
A. Name of School System:  
B. Address:  
 zip code 
C. Contact Person:   
Telephone Number: area code - -  
D. Type of System ( ) Urban ( ) Suburban 
E. Total operating Budget for 1978/79  
F. School System Enrollment 1978/79  
G. Racial Breakdown of Students 





Per pupil Expenditure 
1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
Suspension 
I. Does your school system have a formal policy with respect to suspension? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If yes, when was it adopted? When was it revised? 
(b) If not, is a formal policy being planned? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
2. Is the policy on suspension uniform throughout the district? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If not, please explain.  
3. If your system has adopted a formal policy on suspension, please check the groups involved in the 
policy’s development. 
Planning Implementation 
Parents ( ) ( ) 
School Administrators ( ) ( ) 
Teachers ( ) ( ) 
Students ( ) ( ) 
Board Members ( ) ( ) 
Community Members not parents ( ) ( ) 
4. Does the State Department require reports on acts of suspension? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If yes, please include a copy of the report form and a copy of a recent report. 
5. oes your school system have administrative regulations which have been issued to carry out for¬ 
mal policies on suspension? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If yes, when were these regulations adopted or last revised? 
Please attach a copy of the regulations. 
6. Does your school system offer alternatives to suspension as a matter of policy? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If yes. please provide a copy of the policy. 
(b) Does your system plan to write an alternative policy. 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
7. Which groups are included in reviewing the policies on suspension? 
Superintendent  
Administrators  
School Board  
Review Panel  
Community  
Parents   
Other  




9. In what form do you receive information regarding external suspension? 
Written  
Verbal  
Other   
(a) Who relates this information to you?  




11. For each year indicate the number of students suspended. 
1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
Please estimate components of the ost of student suspension for each year. 
1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
13. For each category below, please provide the number of incidents in each year. These categories 









1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
Arson 
Expulsion 
14. Does your school system have a formal policy with respect to expulsion? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If yes, when was it adopted? When was it revised? 
Please attach a copy of the policy. 
(b) If not, is a formal policy being planned? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
15. Is the policy on expulsion uniform throughout the district? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
(a) If not, please explain.  
16. If your system has adopted a formal policy on expulsion, please check the groups involved in th 
policy’s development. 
Planning Implementation 
Parents ( ) ( ) 
School Administrators ( ) ( ) 
Teachers ( ) ( ) 
Board Members ( ) ( ) 
Community Members not parents ( ) ( ) 
17. Does the State Department require reports on acts of expulsion? 
Yes ( ) No() 
(a) If yes, please include a copy of the report form and a copy of the report. 
18. Does your school system have administrative regulations which have been issued to carry out 
formal policies on expulsion? 
Yes ( ) No() 
(a) If yes, when were these regulations adopted or last revised? 
Please attach a copy of the regulations. 
19. Does your system offer alternatives to expulsion as a matter of policy? 
Yes ( ) No() 
(a) If yes, please provide a copy of the policy. 
(b) If no, does your system plan to write an alternative policy? 
Yes ( ) No() 




i are included in reviewing the policies on expulsion? 
anel     
tard ____ 
ators  
ident     
ty      
Perceptions 
27. If different groups participate in the formulation of policies, which j 
effect on the rate of incidents of violence or vandalism in the syst 
(a) Why do you feel this way? 
do you receive information regarding expulsion? 
28. How effectively does your system carry out mandates on suspensi 
29. In your opinion, what effect have suspension and expulsion polie» 
> this information to you? 
your principals report incidents of expulsion to your office? 
30. Do you agree with the selection of persons who have authority to s 
your system?  
(a) Are you satisfied with this selection? 
indicate the number of students expelled. 
1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
components of the cost of student expulsion for each year. 
1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
J l  
ory below, please provide the number of incidents in each year. These categories 
immitted by students who were expelled as a result of: 
1972/73 1973/74 1974/75 1975/76 1976/77 
31. What actions stimulated the need for the development of a policy ( 
32. Please add any additional comments. 
Please return questionnaire to: 
Mrs. Catherine Greggs 
2714 Lisa Drive, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 3031 I 
(404) 691-5780 
APPENDIX D 
Definitions of the Terms Suspension and Expulsion 
as They are Used by Selected School Systems as 
Guides for Implementation of Policies Regarding 
Student Behavior 
DEFINITIONS OF THE TERMS SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION 
APPEAR AS THEY ARE USED BY SELECTED SCHOOL 
SYSTEMS AS GUIDES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF 
POLICIES REGARDING STUDENT BEHAVIOR 
Atlanta 
In-school Suspension 
An in-school suspension is defined as an involuntary 
exclusion of a student from the classroom setting for a 
period not to exceed five school days. During an in-school 
suspension, the school maintains the responsibility for the 
student*s supervision. 
Short-term Suspension 
A short-term suspension is defined as an involuntary 
exclusion of a student from the school setting for a period 
not to exceed ten school days. Many times a short-term sus¬ 
pension may only last as long as one day. 
Emergency Suspension 
An emergency suspension is defined as an involuntary 
exclusion of a student from the school setting, for a period 
not to exceed five school days. 
Long-term Suspension 
The involuntary exclusion of a student from the school 




Expulsion is defined as the involuntary exclusion of 
a student from school for the remainder of the school quar¬ 
ter or year, or permanently, or as further defined by the 
Board of Education. 
Baltimore City 
Proposed Suspension 
Proposed suspension shall be the decision of a school 
principal that a student should be recommended for removal 
from school for a period not to exceed forty-five school 
days. 
Suspension 
Suspension is the removal of a student from school for 
a period, beyond the disciplinary removal, pursuant to de¬ 
cision of the appropriate Regional Superintendent or his/her 
delegate; or by the decision of the fair hearing officer; or 
by the decision of the superintendent of Public Instruction 
or Board of School Commissioners. In computing the length 
of the suspension, each school day the student has not at¬ 
tended school following his/her removal shall be included 
in the total. 
Expulsion 
An expulsion is a permanent removal of a student from 




A principal may suspend a student from school for any 
of the following reasons: deadly weapon; willful damage of 
school property; persistent violation of any school rule 
when milder discipline has failed to bring improvement in 
behavior. Narcotics offense is not included in this suspen¬ 
sion procedure. Such suspensions may not exceed five school 
days and must be reported to the Board through the superin¬ 
tendent. 
Expulsion 
Only the Board may expël a student or reinstate a stu¬ 
dent who has been expelled. A student shall be expelled by 
the Board upon the superintendent's recommendation when all 
other forms of disciplinary action have failed. 
Dade County 
Suspension 
Suspension is defined as the temporary removal of a 
student from his/her regular school program or school bus for 
a period not to exceed ten days. 
Expulsion 
Expulsion is defined as the removal of the right and 
obligation of a student to attend a public school under condi¬ 
tions set by the School Board, and for a period of time not 
to exceed the remainder of the term or school year and one 




A student may be suspended for a period of up to five 
days or expelled (up to a half semester) for many reasons 
including: use of violence which constitutes interference 
with the operation of school; damaging or stealing school 
property; causing physical injury to another student or 
school employee; using, possession or transmitting drugs or 
alcohol; failing to comply in a substantial number of in¬ 
stances with teacher's orders. 
Expulsion 
A student may be excluded from school if he/she has a 
dangerous disease or to protect school property if he/she is 
mentally or physically unfit for school purposes. 
Evanston 
Suspension 
The removal of a student because he/she poses an im¬ 
mediate threat to the safety of persons or property or any 
immediate substantial interference with normal school opera¬ 
tion. 
Expulsion 
Evanston reported no definition for expulsion. 
Gary 
Suspension 
Any disciplinary action whereby a student is separated 
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from school for a period of five days or less. 
Expulsion 
The separation of a student from or denial of admission 
of a student to school. 
Los Angeles 
Suspension 
The principal of the school or the principal's desig¬ 
nee may suspend a pupil from the school for damage to school 
property, theft of school property, threatening to cause 
physical injury to another person except in self-defense; 
possession of firearms, knife, explosive, or other dangerous 
object, and alcohol. Days of suspension from school shall 
be limited to 20 school days. 
Expulsion 
The Board may vote to expel a pupil and suspend the en¬ 
forcement of such expulsion for a period of not more than 
one full semester in addition to the balance of the semester 
in which the Board voted to expel. 
New Castle County 
Suspension 
A principal may suspend a student from school for up 
to five school days for persistent disobedience and/or mis¬ 
conduct. 
Expulsion 
A principal may request that the superintendent recom¬ 




Short-term suspension is any denial of school atten¬ 
dance for three days or less. 
Long-term suspension is any denial of school attendance 
for a period in excess of three days but not beyond the 
current school year. 
Expulsion 
Limited expulsion is any denial of school attendance 
which will terminate at the beginning of the next school 
year. 
Unlimited expulsion is any denial of school attendance 
for a specific period of time beyond the beginning of the 




Suspension generally refers to that procedure whereby 
a student is removed from a given school for a temporary 
period of time in order to arrange a conference with a 
parent or guardian. 
Expulsion 
Expulsion refers to that procedure whereby a student 
is permanently withdrawn from the school system and denied 
the right to be enrolled in any school in the system. 
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